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SITE ASSESSMENT (LESA) HANDBOOK 


PART 600 - GENERAL 

600.00(d) (2) 

§600.00 Introduction 

(a) The intent of this handbook is to explain the preparation and 
use of the Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
system developed by the U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil 
Conservation Service (SCS) . The LESA system is designed to determine 
the quality of land for agricultural uses and to assess sites or land 
areas for their agricultural economic viability. The LESA system can be 
used to facilitate decision making by State and local planners, 
landholders, developers, and governing officials. 

(b) The LESA system consists of two parts: 

(1) Land evaluation . In agricultural land evaluation, soils of 
a given area are rated and placed into groups ranging from the best to 
the worst suited for a stated agricultural use, i.e., cropland, forest 
land, or rangeland. A relative value is determined for each groups the 
best group is assigned a value of 100 and all other groups are assigned 
lower values. The land evaluation is based on data from the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey. 

(2) Site assessment . Site assessment identifies important 
factors other than soils that contribute to the quality of a site for 
agricultural use. Each factor selected is stratified into a range of 
possible values in accordance with local needs and objectives. This 
process provides a rational, consistent, sound basis for making land-use 
decisions. 

(c) Application of LESA combines a value for land evaluation with a 
value for site assessment to determine the total value of a given site 
for agriculture. The higher the total value of a site, the higher the 
agricultural economic viability. 

(d) The LESA system can help units of government meet two overall 
objectives. These are to — 

(1) Facilitate identification and protection of important 
agricultural land by landowners, developers, and State, and local 
planners and governing officials? and 

(2) Assist state and local government officials in implementing 
farmland prptectidh policies. 
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600.01 (e) 

(e) The LESA system was field tested in 1981 in a national pilot 
program involving 12 counties in six States (Florida, Maryland, 

Illinois, Pennsylvania, Washington, and Virginia). Program participants 
recommended to SCS that the LESA system be introduced nationally as SCS 
technical assistance to State and local governments. The LESA system 
has been presented to SCS state staffs and various State officials as a 
result. Currently, the system is being considered for use in all States 
and is being used by, and developed for, both State and local 
governments across the country. 


§600.01 LESA system design. 

(a) The LESA system was designed to be applied consistently from 
case to case. LESA provides a framework within which land-evaluation 
and site-assessment procedures are documented before individual sites 
are considered. This process permits different individuals to evaluate 
sites consistently and without bias. 

(b) The LESA system was designed to be flexible to accommodate 
differences among States, counties, or areas. A LESA system can be 
developed at various levels of government, i.e.. State, county, or 
township, or for ah area such as a Major Land Resource Area (MLRA) . In 
some States, there are wide differences among and even within counties. 
Some differences include the following: 

(1) Some States have a high percentage of cropland? others have 
a high percentage of forest land or rangeland. Some have significant 
amounts of all three land uses, 

(2) Some counties have more than 95 percent prime farmland; 
other counties have little or no prime farmland. In both cases, local 
government may want to protect the best agricultural land from 
conversion to nonagricultural uses. 

(3) Some States and counties have significant acreage of both 
irrigated land and nonirrigated land. 

(c) The LESA system was designed to be based on existing knowledge . 
LESA utilizes soil survey information and interpretations that are 
widely available throughout the United States. It also uses planning 
concepts and principles easily understood and regularly used by 

S planners. 

The LESA system was designed to protect the integrity of , 

: national land-evaluation and classification systems . Currently , I 

||:h^tional and state legislation incorporates one or more i 
jllahdjfglfts^^iication aysteros. ' A LESA’ system can be compatible 
;gi|yiStiar(!a.^' and support the legislation. " 
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(e) The LESA system was designed to be a tool to assist decision 
makers . It does not take away the power of local or State officials to 
make land-use decisions. Rather, it assists them in making rational, 
consistent, and sound land-use decisions. 

(f) The LESA system was designed to include local values and 
objectives by using a local work group or committee to facilitate the 
development of the system. 

(g) The LESA system was designed to be developed at the 
governmental level at which it will be used, i.e. , State, county, 
township, or town. 

(h) The LESA system was designed to be supportable . Planners and 
others need a supportable system to evaluate land and to determine under 
what conditions agricultural land should- or should not be converted to 
nonagricultural uses. Soil survey information provides technically 
sound data for the land-evaluation part of LESA. Thorough documentation 
of the site-assessment part of LESA also provides supportability . Use 
of a local work group organized to facilitate development of the system 
also lends credence to the system. 


§600.02 Uses of the system. 

LESA provides information for — 

(a) Identifying important farmland; 

(b) Implementing national. State, and local farmland-protection 
policies; 


(c) Preparing and updating comprehensive land-use plans; 

(d) Guiding the appropriate use of State, local, or Federal funds 
where important farmland is involved; 

(e) Assessing tax on agricultural land; 

(f) Purchasing or transferring development rights; 

(g) Preparing environmental impact statements as they relate to 
agricultural land; 


(h) 


Planning water and natural resource projects; 


{i) Planning sewage, water; and transportation- systems; 




(j) Planning agricultural districts or determining' the need- for‘ ■' 
them; and 
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(k) Determining the minimum size of farm units 
agricultural districts. 


to be included in 


§600.03 


Responsibility for developing LESA systems. 


s.™:. .. .. 

and in^l dL"s\t .'ak^r^^lnd^o^^e^^^^^^^^ °^^-tives) 

(3) Assist in developing and testing the system; and 

(4) Take the lead in the site-assessment part. 

LESA systi^ii’ at the reqSst^of ^a^State 0 ^ 10 ^ l" appropriate 

designee with jurisdiction over th^fl^ » ^ governing body or its 

IS to be developed, scs and others can as^^\ Tw system 

adequately considering the soil and ^ t ^ governing body in 

LESA system. This includes the "uo^inglct'uiel: ® 

fs co„s.rv,tio„ ai.trict„ 

i.po«a„. u„a, Po. 

ana local PPPPPams neeaea to inform stata 

n«=laa, how It la levn^a anfr' f "hy "t ^ " 

■responalblUties in „,l„, syaJ™. °«i=ials share 

lana-evaluatlon pa« S°riy\ESS^sJsJ^*’ the 

evaluations, based on availa^lf noL‘°" alternative 

information, to State and local technical guide 

local officials, will be informed ®tate and 

organize appropriate committ^s or^o^h ^ responsibility to 

Site-assessment; part Of theIrLESA 


600-4 : ■. ■■■ 
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(4) SCS will adequately document its input to the 
land-evaluation part of the system. Documentation will be needed to 
explain — 

(i) The list of important farmland soils; 

(ii) The development of soil productivity or soil potential 

indexes? 

(iii) Identified soil limitations; 

(iv) Conservation measures needed to overcome identified soil 
limitations and their related annual costs? and 

(v) The computation of ’’relative value” for each 
"agricultural value group" included in the evaluation. 


(5) SCS will provide information, data, and other assistance as 
needed to enable local or State officials to develop the site-assessment 
part of their LESA system, 

(6) SCS will ensure that its activities are undertaken in 
cooperation with other Government Agencies providing technical 
assistance , 

(7) SCS will assist in preparing maps to display the land 
evaluation prepared and other informational material, 

(d) The SCS district conservationist has the responsibility to 
assist local units of government in developing local LESA systems, 

(e) The SCS state office staff has the responsibility to work with 
State officials in developing statewide LESA systems. 


§600,04 Local committee or work group, 

(a) In most cases, one or more committee (s) or work group (s) should 
be organized to assist and guide the development of a LESA system. In 
some areas, agricultural land-protection committees already exist and no 
new committee should be needed, 

(b) The committee (s) may want to create separate work groups to 
deal with technical development of each part of the system, 

(c) When a committee or work group is being organized for the sole 
purpose of developing LESA, persons to be considered for inclusion on 
the committee or appointment as advisors to the committee include — 
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(1) Area planners; 

Planning commission members/ board members, etc; 

Soil and water conservation district representatives; 
Cooperative extension agents; 


( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 


(5) Representatives from the Agricultural Stabilization and 
onservation Service, the Farmers Home Administration, the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, the Bureau of Land Management, etc.; 

e ^^^ 4 . . from' State or local forestry agencies and 

the forest industry; 

loci 

orga„lciio„s!'itcw“''^ f«n, 

(9) SCS representatives; 

(11) Ropresantativas fron, local public-lntereat groups, 

rapraicLtlvea'^r^"""'’' “""SPOPtatlon, ato.) 

Planuljg’aearcd goiLf"'"”** """ K"0“l»age of state or local 
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§ 601.00 Introduction. 


601.00 (b) (7) 


l=‘'''a-evalu«lon systan, is neadad „hare 
existing or proposed policy or legislation establishes a olannino 

characLSsticf requires the identification of land 
consistent! soils and their ranking according to a 
helps resooLiM^^'f scheme. The LESA land-evaluation procedure 
of tL aSrrsi?!^ decision makers determine the importance 

1 • ^ resource in terms of its importance to the 

ranielanr^ industry. Both cropland and forest land, or forest land and 
rangeland, must be evaluated in many planning areas. 

(b) The LESA agricultural land-evaluation system should meet the 
following objectives: 


(1) It should determine land quality for agricultural uses. 

(2) It should distinguish between classes of land of differing 
quality to enable decision makers to select lands to be protected for 
agricultural uses. 


,(3) It should be consistently applicable within a given area. 

(4) It should be technically sound and compatible with national 

land classification systems. 

(5} It should be flexible to accommodate differences among 

areas . 


(6) It should be useful to agricultural land-protection 
programs, land-use planning, and agricultural tax-assessment programs. 

(7) It should be stable and not subject to change as interest 
rates, yields, and farming methods change. It should establish relative 
land quality for a long time (20-25 years) . Interest rates, yields, and 
prices used should reflect long-term averages. 
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General considerations. 

developing effective and useful 

^ • - • > svster^wiil_^^ 
at government at which decisions *will be^Lde 

planning, the land-capability clas.^J’n^ 4 .™ ^ national policy 

farmland classes are very useful t^tT system and the important 
aoil productivity system may have mor^m^I^^ Potential system or 
township-level plannino rt i<, • 'leaning for county- or 

unitor .h. =on?,rl7of prlL ."Sd"' «=« 

»na 11 to urban uses. At L loeaHevel f,,? I 

,.ro Gcting their most important agricultural concerned with 

^.^twle regard for how it is classified \ "o^'^ersion, with 

ps^irnarily concerned with the degree of Planners are 

-e«t suitable lands tor . ,iveT:'ric„u'raT„7. 

the planned use of the soil. ^ limiting lactors that 

-nu7s°7e7o“" s -T 

per=ent7 »lth the conue^ion 

f’^7s“-t7„7es^\£H -e 

0^‘U than is attordel ty .r: f “/“it ritin/r.^’f/" 

^ farmland criteria. ^ ^ 

^«y existing at 

wndlerstanding and uL capability maximum usq of" 

^'and-evamatiorsv7®^°^ *^he Listing 

«h.r land-evaluat^rsysr /"'’-'’“Ptbilit; ouStr'Gr*^’^^ 

'•bsa 

“« -here there is 
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(f) gxisting legislation. LESA systems should be compatible with 
and help to implement any legislation that uses other land-evaluation 
systems. 


§601.02 National Cooperative Soil Surveys. 

(a) A soil survey is an inventory and evaluation of the soil 
resources of an area. It is an essential tool in developing 
land-evaluation systems. In the United States, soil surveys are made 
cooperatively by SCS, the Forest Service, the Department of the 
Interior, State land-grant colleges, and others. Much of the United 
States has available soil-survey information. Information on the 
availability of soil surveys can be obtained from each SCS state office 

(b) Published soil surveys contain soil maps, soil descriptions, 
imanagement information, and interpretations for different uses . The 
soil maps are published at various scales to fit local needs , mostly 
1:20,000, 1:24,000, and 1:15,840. Soil maps show locations of mapping 
units identified during the soil survey. Each area of soil (mapping 
unit) shown is identified by an alphabetic or numeric symbol or a 
combination of both, i.e. , DoB, 18, 20B2, etc. The number of soils in 
survey areas ranges widely, depending on the size of the area, the 
complexity of geology and landscape, climatic differences, etc. 


(c) Soil descriptions included in soil surveys contain information 
about soil texture, depth, drainage, structure, color, landscape 
position, flood hazard, rockiness, stoniness, droughtiness, and other 
properties useful for planning purposes. Interpretations of soil 
properties are presented for various uses such as cropland, forest lane 
rangeland, homesites, recreation, wildlife habitat, and septic— tanlc 
filter fields. 

(d) Land-evaluation systems interpret soil survey information. 


(1) Some of the different kinds of interpretations used in 
cropland evaluations are land capability classification, soil 
productivity for specified indicator crops, soil potential ratings, 
important farmland classification, natural soil groups, and limifca-tion 
or suitability ratings. The LESA land-evaluation method for cropland 
integrates soil survey interpretations for important farmland classes, 
land capability classification, and either soil productivity or soil 
potential ratings. (See Exhibit 604.03 for a description of some of 
these interpretations. Important farmland classes are defined in 


Exhibit 604.01.) 
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integrates 

f tc,-.et=ial tree spelsln the'ltaf f 
rana.er-ent) , and soil features tL^!?; l ^ 

wxiiland. ^ affect use and management for 

.-.ler is currently 

Se'r.t TrllXtrdTt = -"Pistea 

-a— -evaluation part of LESA can be designed survey, the 

n, Expansion of National Resource Inventory soil i„to™tlon, or 
xpaneion of available soil surveys by mlea's. 

If] f'jH Jle * 

uS6 of either of hu u 

Se-rforthe T"" ^^^Planned^'basefjra"^^^ ® 

considered in aLucat^ ^"^^ividual sites and^^®^®*^ modern soil 

-Veit^r ari- , 



Agricultural !» 

- ^definitions. 

»:ecogni^ef Procedures have b 

“=es, def.nea as follows: ^ '""" ^^^-^oped for three 

included in i^^^Eland includes all t.,. • 

'o-st land or rang^Ja^lr^-'^^si Unds that are not 

*<>r««t 'trte,%^^£-i254 includes ia„a 

for forest ian.^®" under tol^TZ^ 

« potential nl?^?^r^ ^'’eludes lana 

«»w»i4ered ln®e? '^ee, specif i ^^"9eland. 

CTjriterta ^«sign of a f 5^*" criteria or ei 
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area will be countywide, statewide or township-'lL,'"*"' 

a county or State°”ln'auoh casaa areas withir* 
a specific parf^t tiSe "rj;; " 

expanded onto important farmlands. ^ 

, _ In all cases, land not a v ailable to the specified land use. 

i .e., cropland, forest land or r a ngeland, may be exclud e d from ' 

area . Any soils in the proposed planning area that are known 

proposed land use may be excluded from further- 
consideration. For example, consider excluding State lands, Federal 
lands, and urban lands. 


(e) Total acreage and percent extent for each mapping unit shown in 
the land-evaluation procedure should represent land that is available 
for the specific use in question. This means that the computer printout 
may need to be adjusted with regard to soil types, productivity index, 
and acreage and extent. Rerun the computer program to obtain data 
applicable to only those soils known to be available for the specific 
land use. 
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601.11 (a) 


§601.10 Introduction. 

(a) The LESA land-evaluation procedure for cropland uses accepted 
methods of land evaluation to meet planning needs at all levels of 
government. It recognizes the merits of the following individual 
methods as it integrates them: 

(1) Land capability classification (see Exhibit §604.03) . The 
use of the USDA land-capability classification system identifies for 
local planners the degrees of agricultural limitation that are inherent 
in the soils of a given area. Planners can use the system to plan and 
implement programs at regional and State levels. 

(2) Soil productivity (see Exhibit §604.03) . The use of soil 
productivity in the land-evaluation system enables planners to consider 
the local agricultural industry from the standpoint of soil productivity 
for a specified indicator crop. Using both soil productivity and land 
capability classification should permit estimation of relative net 
income expected from each category of soils. 

(3) Soil potentials (see Exhibit §604.03). When they are 
available, soil potentials for specified indicator crops are used in the 
land-evaluation system in place of soil productivity. Soil potentials 
rate soils according to a standard of performance and taking into 
account the costs of overcoming soil limitations plus the cost of 
continuing limitations, if any exist. The use of these ratings enables 
planners to consider the local agricultural industry. 

(4) Important farmland classification (see Exhibit §604.01) . 

The use of important farmland definitions as part of a local 
land-evaluation system enables planners to consider national efforts to 
protect prime and other important farmland. It enables planners to 
identify prime and other important farmlands at the local level. Use of 
the national criteria for definition of prime farmland provides a 
consistent basis for comparing local farmland with farmland in other 
areas. 

(b) The integrated land-evaluation procedure developed for LESA can 
be used more confidently and objectively than any of the individual 
methods alone. 


§601.11 Soil-survey computer printout. 

(a) Soil data for completed soil survey areas are stored in a 
computer system at the Iowa State University Statistical Laboratory in 
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evaluation system. preparing a cropland 

The computer printout for farmland criteria oan k 
the remote temloal equipment looted in eaS 
program ,or entering the computer le contained^" Lh^‘wf 

tor ooty"r\%e1“ thrmiand-oriteria printout 

conservationist or by a tesnonsible >’5' ‘he local district 

district oonoarvatioLst LTJSi ooI^ft.“ oMidal. The 

needed to generate the printout. should provide inlomiatlon 
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he verified by the st^roHloe son * eto^ »U1 
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documentation showing the average slope of the mapping unit be less 
than that correlated. Use the published soil-survey mapping-unit 
description to help verify slope ranges and other features. 

(5) The corrected and approved computer printout is forwarded to 
the local district conservationist for use in completing the land 
evaluation, 

(i) The district conservationist will review the printout for 
conformance to the local soil-survey legend. 

(ii) The local committee should review the crop yield data and 
update yields if needed. If yields are updated, the productivity index 
should be refigured. 

(6) The computer printout arrays soil survey data that are 
needed to document the system developed. It should be retained in Local 
files . 


§601.12 Worksheet #1 — List of Soil Series and Evaluations. 

(a) This worksheet constitutes Table; 1. 

(b) Headnote information . The blanks in the headnote on 
Agricultural Land Evaluation~Worksheet #1 should be filled in from the 
computer printout. Worksheet #1 presents summary information that may 
be used by a number of people? only a few people will need to review the 
computer printout. 

(c) Column 1 - Map symbol . 

(1) This column records the map symbol for all of the soils in 
the planning area. The map symbol recorded should be the same as the 
approved publication symbol in most areas. These symbols may be 
obtained from a published soil survey of the area or from the computer 
printout if SCS Soils-6 forms were used to generate the printout. The 
map symbol enables one to go from soil survey to data base in this 
system for information on any given soil. 

(2) In cases where a land-evaluation system is being developed 
for a State or MLRA, map symbols may not be appropriate or available 
unless the State is using a statewide soil survey legend. 

(3) Map symbols should be listed in column 1 in order of the 
soils' land capability class and subclass, i.e., soils in Class I should 
be listed first and soils in Class VIII should be listed last <see 
column 4 explanation) . 
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Table 1. AGRICULTURAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET 1 

Lise of Soil Series and Evaluationa 


County and state DEKALB COUNTY. ILLINOIS MLRA* 95 & 108 

Indicator crop(s) _Corn Climatic "C" factor 

Minimum required AWCt without irrigation _4‘* With irrigation — - 

Moisture regime . Temperature regime meSIC^ 

Irrigation water available: Yes: _ . _ No: ____ ’ — — 


Map 

symbo 

Soil series 

S looe 

Land cap 
class 6 
. subc lass 

. Important 
farmland de- 
termination 

Produce inde 
soil potent. 

Acres 

Agricul- 

tural 

Local 

SCS-5 

No. 

X 

Crou p 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

io 

41 

MUSCATINE 

0-2 

1-3 

PRIME 

loo 


UlO 

0.3 

1 

154 

FLANAGAN 

0-2 

1-3 

PRIME 

100 


A8265 

11,9 

1 

198 

ELBURN 

0-2 

1-3 

PRIME 

100 


16590 

4. 1 

1 

59 

LISBON 

0-2 

1-3 

PRIME 

100 


980 

.2 

1 

199A 

PLAHO 

0-2 

1-2 

PRIME 

95 


2320 

.6 

1 

171A 

CATLIN 

0-2 

1-2 

PRIME 

95 


6410 

1.6 

1 

792A 

BOWES 

0-2 

1-2 

PRIME 

95 


595 

.1 

1 

68 

SABLE 

0-2 . 

II-w 

PRIMS 

100 


' 

490 

.1 

2 

152 

drummer 

0-2 I 

n-w 

PRIME 

100 


U7415 

28.8 

2 

195 

SAWNHILL 

0-3 

n-w 

PRIME 

100 


9615 

1 2.4 

2 

U8B 

PROCTOR 

2-4 

Ile-2 

PRIME 

86 


330 

.1 

' 5 

171C2 

CATLIN 

4-7 

ne-4 

PRIME 

87 


725 

.2 

5 

195B 

SAYBROOK 

2-4 

tIe-2 

PRIME 

83 


62015 

15.2 

5 

1058 

BATAVIA 

2-4 

lIe-2 

PRIME 

83 


9610 

2.4 

5 

U5C2 

SAYBROOK 

4-7 

IIe-4 

PRIME 

83 


5725 

1.4 

5 

105C2 

BATAVU 

4-7 

rie-4 I 

PRUE 

81 


560 1 

.. 

5 


CO indicate acres and percent eLnt of Season. 


♦ Major Land Resource Area, 
t Available water capacity. 


60N10 

(310-VI-NLESAH, Jan. 1983) 



Subpart B - Land Evaluation for 


Cropland 


(d) Column 2 - Soil series. 


601.12(g) (2) (ii) 


(1) Record the approved series name in column 2 if 
significantly different phases of series, other than sl^pe, are mapped 
in the same area, record phase information, i.e., DeKalb and DeKalb, STV 
(very stony) , or Heiseton and Heiseton, saline-alkali. 


(2) Approved series names are in published soil surveys or are 
on the computer printout if SCS Soils-6 forms were used to generate the 
printout. 


(e) Column 3 - Slope . 

(1) Record the slope in column 3. Slopes listed should be the 
same as those of the soils in the planning-area soil survey. 

(f) Column 4 - Land capability class and subclass . 

(1) List soils in capability class I first, followed by He, 
IIw, IIs, He, Ille, IIIw, etc., through capability class VIII. The 
computer printout has the soils of a planning area arranged in that 
order, which has the advantage that "groups" of soils may be most 
readily perceived. 

(2) Class and subclass listed should be the same as on the 
computer printout if the printout was obtained by using SCS Soils-6 
forms, Discrepancies or changes should be noted and documented for 
future reference. 


(g) Column 5 - Important farmland class . 

(1) List the assigned important farmland class based on the 
approved list for the State and planning area, i.e., "prime," " unique," 
"statewide importance," "local importance," or "other" (see Exhibit 
604.01 for definitions). 


(2) "Prime" — Complex mapping units should be classified as 
"prime" if more than half of the mapping unit is prime as verified by 
the computer printout. For any map unit classified prime but with a 
qualifying statement, use the following guidelines; 


(i) For "where irrigated " - If 50 percent or more of a given 
prime soil in the planning area is” irrigated, consider all of that soil 
in the area to be "prime." The class for areas not irrigated will be 
adjusted during site assessment. 


(ii) For " where drained " - If 50 percent or more of a given 
prime soil in the planning areaTs drained, consider all of that soil in 
the area to be "prime." The class for areas not adequately drained wxll 


be adjusted during site assessment. 
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601.12(g) (2) (iii) 


flood during the groying seeson, coLider.lTof "“t 

to be "prime." The oiass for areas not protected »lu‘S a" 
urin, arte assessment. (See S601.20, Adjustment for locafSuions. ) 

moil soLtilt?'"™! r'ea"sonftor^hif' '’V tHo state 

documented in both field-office loc«f bo 

scientist's tiles" the state soil 

dete™i"itio:“rb?aX^tt:"st'aL"%:^^^^^^^^^^ > 

determlnition''made by*’Jooaragencies! '^““^‘“““ion is based on a 

(6) "Other" - Soil ^n i 

importance to agriculture. "Othe^'^tncL^ 

to a higher class. ncludes all map units not assigned 

or soil 

prepared for the spLified indi^atorc^^/ 

column 6 . if the SPI exceed shown in 

relative to 100. ® be converted to an index 

Example: 

"hS aTspI 

’ i - 0.82 r 100 = 82 

110 • 

Jnd!cJto°r"c^opjs[.'""“ “ '’==''>oon'"pre°pIreT?or t'rsp^eitj”"''''’" 

Planning area^shoL^^ above the i ^ 

for soiis'Cng-i- ^ ^ 1^8^ \"oie"r‘^" 


. Do 

®ozi potential 


~ used, or 

^ ifi the local scs files, 


601«.12 
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Subpart B - Land Evaluation for Cropland 


601.12 (in) (4) 


(6) Whsre more than one crop was used to develop a local indeX/ 
ocumentation should show the crops used and how the data were combined} 
dr example., corn silage and hay yields were converted to total 
digestible nutrients (TON) , and the index was developed from TON. 

(t) Column B - Number of acres . 

Record the number of acres for each mapping unit from available 
soil-survey information. Adjust acreage, if needed, to include only 
soils available for the specified land use. 


(j) 


Column 9 - Acres as percentage of area. 


(1) Record the percent extent of each mapping unit in the area 
available soil survey information. Adjust percent exten , 

Saea only sLls ayail,a.le for tho speoifUd Und u.e, 

10^ columns 8 and 9 are for use in developing significant group. 
Of soils’ in terr:t ares and ertent. (see SdOl.04, lands to 0. 

considered . ) 


(k) 


column 10 - Agricultural g rqu£. 


con.p’itier'™! ftrid tLrs'fo^pirtid^f r-vraf fo=u-« ^ 

rSrfnos soils to agricultural groups. 

1 4 ..,^ worksheet #1 becomes part of the documentation 

for'lls arelo^ZrofC^ 

fs^lirnt^irlrentUyThfipping units and appropriate agricultural 
groups. 


(m) 


worksheet ttl should be used to- 


a, list all area soils in order of land capability 

Classification, ,,,,,Uon, important f.ralaraa 

(2) Show the land capability c ass 

' V, «oil in terms of acres and percent 

(3) Show the published or unpublished 

extent in the area detem 

soil-survey informs » ^ ts #2 and #3, show the placement of 

(4) After Tsse S601.13) . 

each soil in an agricultural group 
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60ia2(n) 


(n) In statewide areas or MLRA’s, 
may be used in place of Worksheet #1. 
acres and percent extent of each soil^ 
Inventory (NRI) or MLRA summaries. 


the farmland-criteria printout 
In such a case, add columns for 
expanded from Natural Resources 


§601.13 Worksheet #2 - Design of Land Evaluation for Area, 
(a) This worksheet constitutes Table 2. 


(b) 


Column 1 - Agricultural group . 


aarir-iiit-nra? ^ given area are rated and placed into 

agricultural TsTllnlidH'Si Te T 

land-evaluation part of LESA Working through the 

areas (or plannin^L^s^ t "’ost survey 

different <=o«.i„,tlo„3 ^rieultur^lC;" 

soils available, i.e., thoL with contain the best 

stated agricultural use in terme: nf value for the 

the least limitations to such use. Th^sSr?^ PotenCial, and 

2-10 should have successively lower relative t' groups 

productivity index or potential index hioher overall 

maintain soil limitations, or boJh 

the 10 oi so'^Jroups"of’sonr\"°e integrated in developing 

productivity index or spt capability classification^ hM i 

ldnd-cXnnsiLc«t„°:„a !evaltu“ «^n 

few questions about thr^ Lei„\ ^ ‘"‘“’rated, there shouJd 

agriomturai group ,„d the othersonf ‘he highest 

llh^lnTn P"°^--tivity L ^LraTf' i'^PorLr'.t. 

soil on a flat slooe m- vo i usea as a single factor -> oi .. 

Of 100 would rate Se 'saj^ara^^l':" " P~vi:/J“^e\' 

maintenance ^nd^r ccnserviSn^®™ 

have in evalupf^ removed for installatf^^ 

evaluatiou methods based ~ .a. 
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County/Township DEKALB COUNTY Stale ILLINOIS 


S.bpart B - Land Evaluation for Cropland 


601.13(b) 


M 

H 

Ui 

lO 


< 


<N 

n 

H 
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Part 601 - Land Evaluation 


601.13(b)(3) 

(3) In developing tlie 10 groups of soils, j^eeo in m^n,^ 4 .k 
question, "If all things were equal (cost per acre, location 
supply, markets, etc.), which kinds of soils would you buy first?"*^ t 
many cases, one would not buy a soil having the highest yield if i .• " 

quired expensive soil and water conservation measures or inh 
management to produce the yield* i^^tensive 

(4) Ideally, each of the 10 groups should contain in 

le.3 than S-15 parent oTth, pLnnTg aZ'anTS « 

groups may be needed. The intLt is to orL^df than 10 

plannara to ada,„atel, differantiata aigSant oTf "T*’" 
planning needs. gniricant classes to meet 

^lumn 2 - Land capability niaoc 

group. Show any subclass dSi^iations^n^d^d included in each 

should be noted only where the overall cL^of^,^,^ <iesignation 

different for each subclass. conservation practices is 


(3) T 

do«*ined, beoauS"cSss I and II should not I 

uSa” 1^3011 

^ ^ ^ It is 

SMitrct si:: 

agriculture, m thL reviewed conversions of 

classes i through m acceptable to^hav^ department c 

acceptable to grouo ® 'destination thereo? ^ r! consisting 

consist oTctss iJ ai onL''°"'" 

soils and thus b^ ‘^he group 

n,... NotEi The la 
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Subpart B - Land Evaluation 


for Cropland 


((3) 


Column 3 - 


601.13 (f) 


Important farmland , 


class ofVmpoSnt^famianravailSl^'* irsr^^'" include the highest 
"prime" or "unique"; in other ca^iec il ^ t either 

com bined in a ny oni group ; " orim." f. 

emphasizes the "prime" class. ndcronai legislation 


(e) 


Column 4 - Soil productivity or soil potential index. 


(1) List the limits in soil productivity index or SPI for the 
soils in each agricultural group. Each group should have relatively 
narrow limits, e.g., 90-100, 80-90, etc. Groups with a range wider than 
about 15 or 20 should be regrouped if possible to achieve a narrower 
range, but a wide range may be necessary in some of the lower groups, 
where soil productivity may be quite variable, if an individual group 
contains a combination of capability classes, for example ll/lli, show 
the limits of productivity index for each class, e.g. 65-80/75-95. in 
the example noted, the class II soils require moderate adjustment for 
erosion limitation and the class III soils require more extensive 
adjustment. However, the relative value of the soils should be eibout 
equal , 


(2) In most cases, the limits in productivity index or SPI 
displayed in this column will decrease from the highest, shown in 
agricultural group 1, to a lower value or zero, in some lower groups. 
There are some cases, however, where soils in lower groups have a 
relatively high productivity index. Such soils are placed in a lower 
group because of high costs of overcoming soil limitations resulting 
from a class III, IV, or higher classification. 

(f ) Column 5 - Percent (area) . 

This column is used to show the percent extent of each group in 
the planning area. The intent is to have a significant amount (5-15 
percent) of the planning area in each group as an aid to planners. 
However, there can be exceptions. One soil may make up 20 percent or 
more of the planning area; whichever group this soil is placed in will 
have a minimum of 20 percent. One should not group a soil of limited 
percent extent with another if such a combination would compromise the 
integrity of important farmland classes (shown in column 3). The 
percent extent of each group can be calculated from information shown on 
Worksheet #1. If any group consists of two or more capability classes, 
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601.13 (f) 


Percent extant of each class should be shown In column 

a.::; I'oS ;“c^;^oJ1^^:Ialt' --- 

( 9 ) Column 6 Acr6s , 

fr^m ‘ total acreage of soils in each group can be calculated 

..rom information shown on Worksheet #1, 

SnH' columns 5 and 6: For planning areas larger than 

be availabir''''p^ Percent-extent and acreage information may not 

be available. For large areas, such as a statewide system, the 

soii™Liev data^ through expansion of NRI data or MLRA 

soil survey data. For planning areas smaller than soil survey areas 

for example a part of a county, percent extent and acreage ma^ neer^o 

shoutrbruse^ul^'LT"'''''^"'®"'' planning area. Acreage data 

P^opofed con:IrsioL"e^"sr^ determining whether alternatives to 

<h) Column 7 - Relative value . 

(1) Relative value is determined on Worksheet #3, so column 7 
cannot be completed until Worksheet #3 is completed. 

Where the relative value of lower agricultural groups is 
zero for corn or another specified indicator crop, but the land can 
produce a less valuable crop such as hay and is b^inrused tTlo To 
establish a relative yield for the soils in terms o? tSrindLator^ron 
(corn, for example) and determine the relative value. The relative ^ 

soils that can still be used to produce the indicator crop ^ 

“stablishir" yields were 

established, e.g., tons of hay equivalent to bushels of corn. 

=o„siLatlo"nS‘’sSu1rp"ip,"re'’twfor\hr\'Jr’ 'k 

(j) Worksh eet #2 should be kenf- in ci 

documenta rn;,. tor the svstel ' °° P”’= *=!; S 


§601.14 Worksheet HI - Determining Relative Value. 

in the application of rLLrsJstem?°^^°'' ^ site-assessment val^e; 
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601.14(c) (2) 


Column 1 - Agricultural groups . 

These groups are the same as those shown on Worksheet #2. 

2 - Adjusted yield divide d by highest adjusted yield . 

This column may be used to show either (1) adjusted weiqhted 
average yield or (2) weighted average SPI or some otheJ measure of 
productivity. For each group, the adjusted weighted average yield is 
divided by the highest adjusted weighted average yield, if weighted 
average SPI is used, no further adjustment or indexing is needed; the 
weighted average SPI is the same as the relative value in column 5. 

(1) The first step in determining adjusted yields is to develop 
a weighted average yield for the soils in each agricultural group. 

Yield information is arrayed on the computer printout. Examples: Where 
soils AbA, BeA , and CoA are all of the soils in any group with the 
acreage shown — 


(i) Based on yield and acreage: 

Yield Acreage 


Product 


Soil AbA - 160 bu corn/acres x 
Soil BeA - 155 bu corn/acres x 
Soil CoA - 165 bu corn/acres x 


20 acres 
10 acres 
10 acres 
40 acres 


3,200 

1,550 

1,650 

6,400 


Weighted average yield = 6,400 = 160 bu/acre; 

40 


(ii) Based on yield and percent extent: 

Percent 

Yield extent/100 Product 


Soil AbA - 160 bu corn/acre x 0.50 = 80 bu 
Soil BeA - 155 bu corn/acre x 0.25 = 39 bu 
Soil CoA - 165 bu corn/acre x 0. 25 = 41 bu 

1.0 160 bu 


Weighted average yield = 160 bu/acre 


(2) Careful grouping of the soils into agricultural groups 1-10 
will always result in the soils in agricultural group 1 having the 
highest weighted average yield. If the soils in agricultural group 1 
are in capability class I, no adjustment of the weighted average yield 
is needed, because the soils in capability class I have few 
limitations to use for cropland. Therefore, no adjustments are needed 
to account for costs of overcoming soil limitations such as erosion 
hazard, seasonal wetness, etc. 
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Part 601 - Land Evaluation 


601 . 14 Cc) 
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Subpart B - Land Evaluation 


for Cropland 


oyi . (c) 


- - ' ^ l \ J, X / 

oapabiuiy ,"lvf ^tc soils l„ 

account tor the costs of conservation practicL”neeaed“o'’ov«cJ'^° 
llnitationa. The rationale for adjustment of yields in eacr 

aTrloultural group must be documented in local files. For each crcn 
proper docuinentation should show — group, 


(i) The name of each soil or map symbol; 


(ti) The kind of limitation, e.g., 
wetness, salinity, etc. , for each soil; 


®rosion hazard, seasonal 


(ill) The kinds of practices or cropping systems needed or 
already installed to overcome the limitations (These practices, etc., 
must conform to the specifications of local technical guides) ; 

(iv) The annual costs involved in applying the needed 
practices, etc . , shown in item (iii) above; 


(v) The annual maintenance costs; and 

(vi) The land loss, if any, because of installation of 
practices, cropping systems, etc. 


(4) To determine the amount of adjustment needed for each group, 
adjust each soil in the group. Raw crop yields of individual soils can 
be reduced by an amount equal to the cost of corrective measures and 
annual maintenance converted to bushels of the indicator crop. 


(i) Example 1 - Soil Alpha (AlB) , with moderate erosion 
limitation, is in capability class lie. It has a raw yield of 135 
bushels of corn per acre. The annual cost of overcoming the erosion 
hazard is determined to be $15.00 per acre. The $15.00 cost is equal to 
5 bushels of corn at $3.00 per bushel. The adjusted yield would be 135 
- 5 bushels^ or 130 bushels. 


(ii) Example 2 - Soil Alpha (AlC) , with severe erosion hazard, 
is in capability class Ille. It has a raw yield of 135 
per acre. The annual cost of overcoming the f ^J^orn 

to be $30.00 per acre. This is equal to the cost of 10 corn 

at $3.00 per bushel. The adjusted yield would be 135 - 10 
125 bushels, 

(5) The amount of adjustment for each soil or soils should 
include the costs for-- 

(i) The amount of land lost, as in the case of ditches or 
divisions; 

<U) Thb amount of loss ftom increased length of crop 

rotation; 
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601.14(c) (5) (iii) 

(iii) The increased frequency of irrigation needed or different 
methods of irrigation; and 

(iv) A variety of conservation practices needed to correct 
soil limitations. 


(6) When the yield of each soil in a group has been "adjusted," 
the weighted average yield is an adjusted yield. 

(7) If all the soils in a group are in the same capability ola.ss 
an subclass, such as llle, the cost of overcoming the erosion 
limitation and the continuing costs can be determined for the entire 
group at once. For example, in agricultural group 3, all soils are in 

an capability class Ille, and the weighted average yield is 135 

bushels of corn per acre. All the soils in agricultural group 3 need 

^e^aces consisting of strip cropping, diversion 

co^t ?o H.r conservation tillage. Average annual loss or 

cost IS documented as follows: 


Loss of land due to waterways, diversions, short rows, etc. = 4%. 

0.04 X 135 = 5 bu 

Annual cost of maintenance for resource management system = $6/acre, 
i = ^ (at $3.00/bu) 


Total annual cost s 7 
The adjusted yield is 135 - 7 = 128 bu. 


equal to 100. The SPl's fov .11 value, e.g. 117, l.e 

that they are relative to 100 



column 5, aa the relative value for each group. 
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Subpart B 


Land Evaluation for 


Cropland 


DUl. (gj 


^ “I 

(iv) Compl e tr.ad worksheets ^r^ a 
kept in local files 't'o~g?^xde oari- SPi should 

d^aJmentation : P^JL ^ae part of _ the lan dt iTid^IIH^ 


be 


(9) In some States, the yields nf 
produce an adjusted productivity index on WorksSJ adjusted to 
this is done, the weighued averaao cf^•i i j sheet #2, column 4. if 

group can be entered in column 2 of WorkSr#rind 
adjustment is needed. further 


(10) If an agricultural group includes soils in different 

t^the degrL^S^limitatioiJs^involved! ' rweightL^L^*^^'"^’'^'^ • 
capLuity''i!:aL!° """"""" caLulIte^Lf 0^^"" 


^ \ agricultural groups, e.g., 7-10, may have very low 

yields and high adjustments, depending on the soils in the planning 

area. In such a case, the lower groups may have a relative value of 0 
for agriculture. 


(d) Column 3 - Quotient of (2) ; relative yield . 

This column records the result (quotient) of the division 
indicated in column 2 , The result in all cases is 1 for agricultural 
group 1 and a fraction, e.g., 0.44, for lower agricultural groups, down 
to a possible value of 0. 


(e) Column 4 - Times 100 . 

Multiply the result (quotient) shown in column 3 by 100. 

(f) Column 5 - Relative value. 


Record the whole number obtained by multiplying the column 3 
values by 100, Column 5 should contain a range of values starting at 
100 for agricultural group 1 and successively decreasing to some lower 
value or 0, The development of this array is useful to planners in 
visualizing the value of the soils in the various groups relative to the 
best soils in the planning area, that is, the soils in agricultural 
group 1. If the soils in agricultural group 5 have a relative value of 
63, the inference can be made that those soils in agricultural group 5 
are only 63 percent as valuable for the indicator crop as the soils in 
agricultural group 1, which have a relative value of 100. 

(g) Completion of Worksheet #3 completes the land-evaluation part 
of the LESA system. The only value to be used with the site-assessment 
part of LESA is the relative value (column 5 of Worksheet #3) . 
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Subpart C-Adjustment 


& Application of Relative 


vat«» for specific cites 


SUBPART C - ADJUSTMENT 
SITES 


and application of relative values 


for specific 


§601.20 Adjustment for local conditions. 601.20(c) 

developed''orworJ:h"r#fmarnL'fso^^^^^ 

States, some soil seriermay^b^mapperacrosra signifir'^r^^ 
differential} for example, 10 inches vs 20 inchec;^ rainfall 

in eon,, case., one or more soil eeriee may eJarreiSi;^?L^«°d? jf"”' 
in^nuniber of growing days, e.g., 200 days in one part of the area anr°^ 
110 days in another part. Government-sponsored flood control drainaap 
districts, or irrigation water may be available in one part of the ^ 
planning area, but not in another part for the same soils, in these 
cases It may be necessary to adjust the relative value for some of the 
agricultural groups in the area. In most cases, soils of any given 
series occur in only one climatic zone or range of elev ation and 
adjustment should not be needed" 


(2) In some local areas, i.e. , counties or towns, some areas of 
a given soil may be drained and others may not be. Some areas of a 
given soil may be adequately protected from flooding and others may not 
be. Other kinds of contrasting situations may exist that would require 
some adjustment of relative values. 


(b) In developing the adjustments, add points to the existing 
relative value if the poorest condition in the planning area was used to 
develop the relative value on Worksheet #3. If the best condition in 
the area was used to develop the relative value on Worksheet #3, 
subtract points. The point values assigned to specific conditions 
should be relative to the kinds of limitations imposed by the conditions 
and to each other condition considered. Point values assigned should 
adequately reflect cost differences between the best and worst 
conditions with regard to clearing, drainage, flood protection, etc. 

For example; 


Ag. Group Rel. Value cli mate Adjustment Flood Control Adjusted Rel. Value 

1 100 -10 - 50 

2 94 -10 -5 79 

3 80 -10 - '^0 

(c) In the example above, the ideal climate and flood protection 
were considered in adjusting the relative values. 
subtracted from the relative values of groups 1, 2, 3 ® 

climatic zone in the planning area. An flood 

subtracted from the relative value of group 2 for soils 1 <3 

control in some part of the planning area. 
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(d) A tabular display such as the one above should be prepared as 
the land-evaluation part of a LESA system is being developed. The 
points assigned for various conditions should be approved by the local 
committee. Test the point values to determine that their use in the 
LESA system will help meet its local objectives. 

(e) The need for an adjusted relative value for any condition is 
generally determined during assessment of a specific site. 


S601.21 Application. 

I 

The relative value of a site should be determined by local officials 
when a decision is to be made about converting the site to 
nonagricultural use or taking other action that affects use of the site 
for agriculture. A site is defined as a tax parcel or that part of a 
tax parcel for which land conversion is planned . 

(a) To determine average relative value for a small site (maximum 
size 100 acres, or up to 500 acres if soils on the site are uniform) , 
use the following procedure: 

(1) Locate the site on a soil survey map and determine the kind 
of soils on the site. 


(2) Determine the acreage of each soil on the site and the 
appropriate agricultural group for each soil. 

(3) Multiply the number of acres of soils in each agricultural 
group times the assigned relative value (or adjusted relative value if 
needed) on Worksheet #3. 

(4) Add the products of the multiplication performed in step 

< 3 ). 

(5) Divide the total value obtained in step (4) by the tot*al 
acreage on the site. The quotient will represent an average relative 
value for the site. 

(6) Example 


Ag, Group 

Rel. Value 

Acres 



100 

SO 


■'.' 3 . . 

....■80 ' 

40; 



30 

10 


' Total 


ipo . 



Average site value = 8,500.’^ 100 = 85; ^ 
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s Application of Relative 


values 




specific 


site ^ 


h large sites, the average value will be greatl” 
large number of acres of very poor land having a relati”^ 
«hen ,n entire lar^. site is being considered for cn've;, 
the average site value must be determined as above. 


fiOl. 21(c) 

'"•iy tnr small 
or if most of a 
rail',' should be 
affected by a 
value of 0. 
lori, however, 


(1 ) Example 


Ag . Group 
1 
2 

10 


Rel. Value 
100 
94 
0 

Total 


Acres 

400 

100 

500 

1000 


Average site value = 49,400 


1,000 = 49 


Acre s x Rel. Value 

40000 

9400 


49,400 


(2) In this example, the site has 500 acres of 
high-relative-value land, but the 500 acres in agricultural group 10 
drastically reduces the average relative value. (The average relative 
value for agricultural groups 1 and 2 alone would be about 99.) 

(3) In most cases less than 1,000 acres of land would be 
converted at any one time. 

(c) With large sites of which only parts are being considered for 
conversion the relative values for each agricultural group on the site 
should be arrayed for consideration by planners and decision makers. 

The areas having low or zero relative values for cropland may have a 
high relative value for forest land or other use. In terms of cropland 
protection, however, no efforts should be made to protect the area 
having low or 0 relative values. Planners should always consid er the 
effect of conversion on adjacent and nearby agricultural land. 
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§601.30 Introduction. 

(a) This procedure is based on commercial values of designated tree 
species. 

(b) A land evaluation for forest land is prepared at the reguest of 
a State agency exercising control over State forest lands or a governing 
body with jurisdiction over the land area for which the evaluation 
system is being developed. SCS and others can assist units of 
government in adequately considering soil, water, and related resources 
in developing a land-evaluation procedure. (See §600.03, Responsibility 
for developing LESA systems, and §600.04, Local committee or work 
group.) 

(c) A land evaluation for forest land is needed in planning areas 
where land-use conversions will adversely affect the forest industry in 
the area. The land-evaluation procedure for forest land establishes 
classes of land (agricultural groups) in which the best soils in the 
planning area for forest products are in agricultural group 1 and the 
poorer soils for forest products are in some lower group, i.e., 2-10. 

In most cases, about 5-10 significant groups of soils can be 
established. 

(d) The LESA land-evaluation procedure for forest land integrates 
the following factors: 

(1) Productivity rating . This rating is based on the 
productivity of the designated indicator tree species for each soil. 

The indicator species is defined in the SCS National Forestry Manual as 
"that species which is common in the area and is generally the most 
productive on the soil in question." The indicator species for each 
soil is determined from the SCS SOL-5 form or published soil surveys 
that contain woodland interpretation tables obtained from the Ames, 

Iowa, statistical laboratory. The indicator species is the first 
species listed under the column heading "Potential Productivity." In 
the model to be presented, productivity is presented in terms of cubic 
feet/acre/year, but other units of measurement may be used. 

(2) Species rating . This rating is based on the value of the 
indicator species that occur in the planning area. Values assigned to 
the various indicator species listed are in terms of the major wood 
product in the area, such as sawlogs, pulpwood, etc. 
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(3) Slope rating . In many cases, slope steepness is one of the 
most important factors limiting forest management activities or making 
them more costly. If desired, an alternative rating such as equipment 
limitations may be used. 

(4) Soil or other management limitations . In this rating, soil 
features, other than slope, that limit management activities or make 
them more costly are evaluated for the planning area. 

(e) The intent of integrating these factors is to provide balance 
between production items and management items. Generally, the 
production items are more significant than the limitation items. In 
some areas, the slbpe rating is much more significant than the soil 
limitation rating. In such cases, it is suggested that a weighting 
system be used. It might be determined locally that the values for 
productivity rating be multiplied by a factor of 4, the value for 
species rating be multiplied by a factor of 3, and the values for slope 
rating be multiplied by a factor of 2. This weighting would indicate 
that production is four times as important, that species value is three 
times as important, and that slope is twice as important as soil 
limitations. Other weighting factors may be used; the above is only an 
example. 


§601.31 Forest land rating elements (Table 4). 

(a) Table 4 shows the rating elements used in the land evaluation 
for forest land. Chart 1-A, Productivity Rating, and Chart 1-B, Species 
Rating, are ratings of production. Chart 1-C, Steepness of Slope 

wSh"rL^"a Limitations Rating, are limitation ratings 

With regard to management items . 


( 1 ) 


C^hart 1-A - Productivity rating 


list of land-evaluation committee should review the 

list of indicator species important to the forestry industry in the 

Sers tr 

others may have two, three, or more indicator species. 

be arravid^in productivity for the indicator species should 

cubic iLt/icri/vea^T" productivity should be measured in 

Sta" der^ve^fr^^ productivity 

Forestry Manual 4 tables such as those in the National 

i ^v ' eys or scf S oils-5 fo^a obtained from pubUshiTiHu 

ll^L lrable 4 §l|aS2£^auctivity shown on chart 
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productivity that occurs in the planning area. The highest productivity 
class in the array should be rated 1.0. The ratings assigned to the 
other classes are relative values determined by dividing the average 
productivity of each class proposed by the highest average productivity. 
For example: 

Highest average for any class = 180 




180 

180 

= 1.0 

Class 

average = 140 

140 

180 

= 0.8 

Class 

average = 120 

120 

180 

= 0.7 

Chart 

1-B - Species 

Rating 



(i) This chart arrays the indicator tree species in a 
planning area in order of decreasing value to the major wood product of 
the area, for example sawlogs or pulpwood. The most valuable indicator 
species is always assigned a rating of 1.0. The ratings assigned to 
other indicator species are relative values determined as follows: The 
most valuable indicator species, x, has a mill value of $100.00 and is 
assigned a rating of 1.0. Indicator species y has a mill value of 
$80.00? it is assigned a rating of 80/100 or 0.8. Indicator species z 
has a mill value of $50.00? it is assigned a rating of 50/100 or 0.5, 

(ii) In some cases, more than one indicator species in a 
planning area may have the same rating. The number of indicator species 
listed may range from 1 to 10, but seldom should it exceed 10. 

(3) Chart 1-C - Steepness of Slope Rating 

(i) Chart 1-C arrays slope classes in the planning area in 
order of increasing limitation to forest management. A rating of (1.0 
is assigned to the slope class with the least limitation to management. 
Ratings assigned other slope classes should be relative to the lowest 
slope class in terms of cost of management. A 0- to 15-percent slope 
could be rated 1.0 and a 35- to 50-percent slope could be rated 0.5 
because it costs 50 percent more to harvest trees on it (1.0 x 0.50 = 
0.5, and 1.0 - 0.5 = 0.5). 

(ii) If desired, rather than using slope classes, ratings from 
published soil surveys for equipment limitations may be used. If so, a 
rating of 1.0 is assigned to a slight limitation and lesser ratings are 
assigned to moderate and severe limitations. Example; A severe rating 
might be determined to be 30 percent more costly than a slight rating, 
so a value of 0.7 is assigned to the severe rating (1.0 x 0.30 = 0.3, 
and 1.0-0, 3=0. 7). 
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Tible 4 


forest LAJ© - RATIMC ELEMENTS 
Ranover Couctyj Virginia 


Chare 1-A 

Productivity Ratin^^ 


Culnination J_/ of 
mean annual incre- 
ment cu ft/acre 

Rating 

>180 

1,0 

160 - 179 

0.9 

140 - 159 

0.8 

120 - 139 

0.7 

100 - 119 

0,6 

80 - 99 

0.5 

60 - 79 

0.4 

40 - 59 

0.3 

20 - 39 

0.2 

<20 



y Uae aite index frota SCS-Soila 
5 Pona and convert to C.M.A^I, 
for indicator apeciea* 


Chart 1-c 

o f Slope Rat{n | ^ 

^ y Rating 2/ 


0-15 (0-7) 
i5-25 (7-15) 
25-35 (15-25) 
35-50 ( >25) 
50+ (KA) 


1.0 

0.8 

0.6 

0.4 

0.1 (NA) 


71 ; 1 > modifie 

»«•«.» of H.nov.r County, Virgin 

y Value, in ( ) .elected for 
»*e in H.nov.r County, Virginia, 


Chart 1-B 
geclea^^^Racing^ 


Indicator y 
tree apeciefl 

Loblolly pine 
Yellow poplar 
Short leaf pine 
Ho. Red oak 
White oak 
Sveetgum 
Virginia pine 


Rating 


Hoat desirable 


I.O 
0.9 
0.8 
0.7 

0.6 Med iun desirable 
0.4 

0.3 Least desirable 


y Sxaaplest 

Dougla, fir Bight be .oat de.irable, 
hwlock .ight be mediuB de.irable, etc. 

abu' Bight be leaa deair- 

eelL'f “P*®^** l^*®*** in thia exampla were 
aalected for Hanover County, Virginia. 



joll Characteristic 1 / 

Ho Ixnitationa 
Frapental or skeletal 
Sandy (aerie subgroups) 
Clayey (sandy) 

nfkaa*. 


wcvne«s vpondlng; 

Othar - Shallow (droughty) 


Ratinij ^ 


1.0 

NA 

0.5 

0.4 

0.2 

0.1 


0 * 1 - 1. 0 ( 0 , 1 ) 
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(4) Chart 1-D - Soil Limitation Rating 


(i) The local committee should determine other soil 
characteristics that limit management activities or make them more 
.costly, A rating of l.u is assigned to "no limitations." Lesser 
ratings are assigned to soil limitations judged to be limiting. 

(ii) Some soil characteristics that might limit management 
activities are shown on Chart 1-D. Other kinds of features may be 
limiting in some areas; if so, they should be evaluated and rated. 

(b) The elements and ratings illustrated in Table 4 are to be used 
as guides. The items shown in the table may be satisfactory in some 
areas and not in others. Classes to be rated and ratings assigned 
should be applicable to conditions in the planning area. 

(c) Important ; Table 4 with elements and ratings assigned should 
be kept in local files to document the land evaluation. 


§601.32 Forest Land Relative Value Rating (Table 5). 

(a) The purpose of Table 5 is to array all of the soils in the 
planning area and show for each soil the ratings used in developing the 
relative value. 

(1) Column 1 - Soil mapping symbol 

Enter for each soil (mapping unit) the approved map symbol. 
For areas with published soil surveys this should be the published map 
symbol. 

(2) Column 2 - Soil series 

Enter the series name of the approved map unit, e.g. Cecil, 
Verdigris, etc. Also, enter a phase name, if necessary, to properly 
identify the soil, for example, Hayesville, STV (very stony) . 

(3) Column 3 - Productivity rating 

Convert site-index information for each soil to productivity 
in cubic feet/acre/year (or other approved measure) , using appropriate 
tables for the indicator species. Determine from Chart 1-A, Table 4, 
the rating assigned to the productivity class and enter it in column 3. 

(4) Column 4 - Indicator species rating 

Determine the rating of the indicator species from Chart 1-B 
on Table 4 and enter it in column 4. 
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( 5 ) Column 5 - Slope percentage 

Enter in column 5 the approved slope range of each mapping 
unit from the soil-survey information available. 

(65 Column 6 - Steepness of slope rating 

Determine the appropriate rating for each mapping unit from 
Chart 1-C, Table 4 and enter it in column 6 . 

(7) Column 7 - Soil limitation 

Prom Chart 1-D, Table 4, enter the kind of limitation being 
rated, e.g., stoniness, wetness, etc. If the soil has none of the 
limitations being rated, enter a dash (-) or the word "none." 

(8) Column 8 - Soil limitation rating 

If a given soil has no limitations, enter a rating of 1.0 in 
column 7. if the soil has limitations, determine the appropriate rating 
from Chart 1-D, Table 4, and enter it in column 7. if more than one 
limitation exists, enter the rating for the most limiting feature. 

(9) Column 9 - Composite value 

Add the ratings recorded in columns 3 , 4 , 6 , and 8 . The 
highest composite value in this system (without weighting any of the 
factors) is 4. Weighting any of the factors would change the total 
possible composite value. 

(10) Column 10 - Relative value 

The Relative value for each soil is determined by dividing 
the composite value (column 9) by the highest composite value developed, 
L.e. 4.0, 3.7, etc., and multiplying the quotient by 100 to produce a 
whole number. For example: 

Composite value of 4 | 4 = 1 ? lx 100 = 100 

Composite value of 3.6 74 = 0.9; 0.9 x 100 =90 

Composite value of 2.4 f 4 = 0,6; 0.6 x 100 = 60 

(b) Table 5 should be kept in local files to document the land 
evaluation of forest land. 
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§601.33 Forest Land Group Value Rating (Table 6). 

(a) Table 6 provides a guide to arraying the soils in a planning area 
for planning purposes. The relative value ranges given in Table 6 are 
guides only and should be modified, if necessary, to reflect the array 
of values developed in Table 5. 

(1) Column 1 - Group 

This column lists the groups needed in the land evaluation for 
forest land, in some cases, fewer than 10 groups may be needed to 
reflect significant differences in suitability of soils for forest use 
in a planning area. 

(2 ) Columns 2 and 3 - Soil mapping unit and Soil series 

List all of the soil mapping units and soil series for each group 
developed, One or more pages may be needed for some groups in planning 
areas having a large number of soils. 

( 3 ) Column 4 - Relative Value 


Record the relative value for all the soils in each group. 

(4) Column 5 - Relative Value Range 

Record the range in relative values for all of the soils in each 
groups . The relative value range for any one group should not overlap 
the range shown for an adjacent group. 

(5) Column 5 - Group Relative Value 

(i) Group 1 should always consist of the best soils in a 
planning area and be assigned a relative value of 100, Therefore, the 
relative value recorded in column 5 for group 1 will be 100, The 
relative value for groups 2-10 should be the average of the relative 
value range in column 3. For example: 


Agri. 

Group Rel. Value Range 

Group Rel. Value 

1 

100 

100 

3 

80-90 

85 

5 

55-65 

60 


(ii) The group relative value is the "value" used' in conjunction: 
with the site-assessment "value" in applying a LESA system. Developtnent, 
of the 10 groups of soils significant for forest industry consideration 
is by itself a useful tool for planners. 
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(6) Column 7 ~ Acres 


601.33 (b) 


Tabulate and record the acreage of all anils in each group. 

Column 8 - Pen-^nt of 

cetensine and record the percent of area for a.ch group developed. 

b) Completion of Table 6 completes thf» lanri i a.i 

and. ,see .601.11 for applicaLor^flLj^J,;::^---,:-,^--^^, _ 


/ TT n-.UT-NT.T3SAH • Jan, 1983) 


601-37 



Part 601 - Land Evaluation 


601.33(b) 


> 

3 4^ P 
l£5 O H 
w H 0 

o o > 

H 



1/ 

ge— 

o o 
o o 

O it 

O CO 

O CN 

o uo 

o o 

O if 

O 


u 

c* 

> 

o 


OJ Q 

H H 

0> Oi 

CO 00 

C' OD 


m h* 

if <D 

n 

CD 

c 

**N 

> JO 
’H U ^ 

0 0 

o o 

0 0 

0 o 

0 0 

0 O 

0 0 

0 

in 

rO 

K 


4.) ti» 

V 4J 

H 4-^ 

4^ +j 

4J 4J 

+-» 4^ 

V 4-» 

+j 4J 

4-» 

0 > 



rj 4i 

H P 
fi> H 

« <y 
> 

in 

<r» (n 

N-"' 

»-{ OT 

CD CD 

>— • 

H n 
h* CD 

H r** 

iD 

/-H ♦H 
in r* 

H UT- 
if ii> 

*H O' 

CO in 
w 

rH 

<N 

o 

c 

T3 

t' 


•H 4) 

^ 4v a ^ 
w H rj w 
£ ^ 




n 

H 

•H 

1 d) 




U) 

c 

•H 

n > 

C rH 

41 



c 

c 

> 

4-* to 

flj rH 

<U 

K 

H 

•H 

n) 

U 

to c 

V 


to 

H 

H 

> 

a 

3^ fO 

6 > 

0 

tH 

41 

Oi 

p 

B 

tit C 

>> X 

'O 

rH 


Qi 

H 


a 4) 

(0 0 

41 

0 

< 

< 

U. 


< 

E O 


u 


-o 0 

DU, ro nj 


SS 

HfO qojt a-rH h-H 


U O Q 

o a> fo <0 

H l/> if l/> 


601-38 


(310-VI-NLESAH, Jan. 1983) 


CouDty, Virginia- Group 8 in Hanover County, Va., consists of noncommcrc ia. 



SUB PART E - land-evaluation 


PROCEDURES FOR 


f^GELAND 


S601.40 Introduction, 


601.40 (b) 


(a) A land-evaluation procedure for 
developed within SCS. This procedure 
characteristics ; 


rangeland is currently beino 
will evaluate the following 


taKen Se Produced, 

prof Ld 

productivity, based on the needs of specific grazing a„i„au. 


(3) Erosion Potential - Potential for either wind or water erosion 

Ecological Status - Ecological status of the present olant 
community, f ‘i- 


(b) When completed, the procedure will be introduced as a supplement 
to this handbook. 
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“ SITE ASSESSMENT 


§ 602.00 Introduction. 


»02.0X 


(a) 


Exhibit §604.06) . sxte-assessment part of the lesa system 




idantifying^mpo^tait'^ctorrothellhlnoC^^ 

irs^StiJieTinto f " agriculturaJ^:;e!^;a;f 5::t:rsel.otc^c3 

concerns, objectives /aUrpoliSes!^^® accordance with local 

isolation from the existing and impending land-use needs of the 

orSnotfil!^ Factors other than the value of the land for crop 

production must be measured. 

(d) site assessment is not mathematically precise. The numbers 
used are general guidelines that should be modified to suit the unicjvia 
set of land-use values that apply in each community. The criteria to fc>a 
considered also may vary. However, the objective remains the Scime — to 
guide governmental decision makers in a comprehensive consideration of 
land-use questions. The decision should be fair (and equitable) in. ttio 
eyes of a majority of the citizens; responsive to local, areawide, and 
even national needs; and within the bounds of legislative and legal 
authority. Assisting land-use decision makers in meeting these critearia 
constitutes a significant contribution to the protection of importan-t 
agricultural lands. 


§602,01 Level of government involved and objectives 

The first steps in developing a site-assessment procedure are the 
following: 

(a) The level of government at which the system will be applied 
must be determined, and that level of government should design the 
system. 
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(1) In most of the United States, LESA will be developed at the 
county level, since in most States the county is the unit of government 
that controls land use outside cities, villages, and towns. 

(2) In States in which land -use decisions are made at township 
and village levels with assistance from county planners, a countywide 
LESA system can be designed for adoption by townships and villages 
within the county. 


(3) Consider developing a LESA system for each township and 
village in States in which land-use decisions are made by townships and 
village governments with little or no input from county government. 

(4) Statewide LESA systems may be needed to — 

(i) Implement statewide agricultural land-protection 

policies; 

(ii) Aid in statewide programs for purchase or transfer of 
development rights; 


(iii) Locate projects of statewide importance; and 

(iv) Assist in implementing Federal and State 

of government 

have not chosen their own system of agricultural land protection. 

purpose of site assessment must be determined The inmi 

Assessing agricultu ral economic viabi lity of given sites 
that supporr^^riculSJe 

aetomini whfsf ^of slvaral’'altecLtlvrk tf Msessment can be used to 
-U, coneettea, have tbe^^lri^ cil= SutLS 

agticultutal eco„»reiluiVoVaUe™tl‘ve"u^^^^ 

local, state, or Fea^L^fund^ aetermine whether 

Ptoject. that convert .grloulturariLd“'’°"“ 
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3 C a > 


.. . . ? Planning, regulating land ana estahi i..-h - 

V^re protection of agricultural laniriT~t^^r“H ;|' 
governitient may need the LESA system to assist in reviews ; 

additinnaT^? existence of urban support services and the 
additional land fo', uses being considered may be import nsnt fa 

development rights , site - fo 

or transfer of developpaent rights may involve conslderat im n 
other than those noted above. The procedure may need to irlen 
farms in the local agricultural Industry that are subject 
It may identify farms that are large enough to support 
farming and are likely to stay in farming. The site 
be designed to identify sites that do not have developm^int ri 
as those in flood plains, in wetlands, or under easements} s:; 
avoid purchase of rights where none exist. 


r t. '‘3 c t i- 

, iocai 
anc3 

for 

ctors , 

r purchi^^® 
f factor: s 
tify key' 

conversi-o*^ - 

cial 

nt may at X ^ ^ 
ghts 
as to 


§602,02 Data needed. 

The local committee or work group should assemble information to assXs-t 
in developing the site-^assessment part of the LESA system. The 
information should include — 

(a) A comprehensive plan for the community ? 

(b) Maps --topography, population distribution, natural resource 
conditions, etc. — of existing conditions and trends? 

(c) Current land-use data; 

(d) Land-use regulations; 

(e) Farmland-protection and other pertinent policies applicable to 
the planning area? 

(f) Sewerage, water, and transportation facilities, existing ana. 
proposed; 

(g) Case files involving local agricultural land-protection 
decisions; and 

(h) Other pertinent data. 


§602.03 Selecting factors. 

(a) Site-assasament factors 
those determined by local 
about protecting agricultural land. 
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602.03 (b) 

(b) Factors selected by local areas may differ to reflect local 
values and to implement local policy. 

(c) Where agricultural land protection is already being considered 
in local land-use decisions, some site-assessment factors already exist 
to help guide decisions. In most cases these factors have not been 
placed in a formal list or assigned values or weights. However, local 
officials can use them in deciding to protect or not protect a given 
agricultural site. 

(1) In selecting factors, review existing plans, policy, and 
guidelines to identify any site factors already in use. 

(2) Review case files of decisions to protect or not protect a 
given agricultural site. Identify the factors considered in making the 
decision. 


(3) The local committee or work group should review the factors 
Identified in (1) and (2) above. The committee should identify any 
additional factors to be considered. 

® of factors selected for inclusion in the local 
system. The list may contain as few as six or as many as forty factors. 

meet^ihp selected should a s sist local decision makers to 

^^he objectives previously dete rmined by the local 

the^L^A factors have been used in several committees in 

the LESA site-assessment procedure. Local committees mav identify nt-h«r 
factors. Any of the listed fer,fnr-e. y xuenuiry otner 


(1) 

Land Use/Agricultural 

(i) 

miles. 

Percentage of area in agricultural use within 

(ii) 

years . 

Percentage of site farmed in ( ) of the last 

(iii) 

Land use adjacent to site. 

(2) 

Agricultural Economic Viability 

(i) 

Size of farm. 

(ii) 

Agricultural support system (infrastructure) . 

(iii) 

Land ownership* 
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& 02.0 ‘ ;«:>> ; " 

(iv) Onsite investments (barns , storage, -'onser-i*- . - 
measures, etc). ^ 


. 1 ) 


f 1 .1 proposed conversion on retention of 

farmland and the agricultural infrastructure. '* * * 

(vi) Conservation plan. 


Regulations and Tax Concessions 

(i) Zoning for site. 

(ii) Zoning for area around site. 

(iii) Use of agricultural value assessment or other tax 
benefits . 

(iv) Agricultural districts — right-to-farm legislation. 

(4) Alternatives to Proposed Use 

(i) Unique siting needs for proposed use. 

(ii) Suitability of site for proposed use. 

(iii) Availability of less agriculturally productive laz.ds with 
similar attributes for proposed use. 

(iv) Number of undeveloped and suitcible alternative sites. 

(v) Need for additional land for proposed use. 

(5) Impact of Proposed Use 


(i) Compatibility of proposed use with surrounding existing 
land uses. 

(ii) Impact on flooding. 

(iii) Impact on wetlands. 

(iv) Impact on historical areas. 

(v) Impact on recreation and open spaces. 

(vi) Impact on cultural features. 

(vii) Impact on unique vegetation. 

(viii) Impact on water quality. 
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602.03(e) (6) 

(6) Compatibility With Comprehensive Development Plans 


(i) 

Local, Hunicipal and County. 


(ii) 

Regional . 


(iii) Economic/social importance of proposed use 

the community. 

to 

(7) 

Urban Infrastructure 


(i) 

Distance to urban area. 


(ii) 

Central water-distribution system (within _ 

miles) 

(iii) 

Central sanitary sewerage system (within 

_ miles) , 

(iv) 

Investment for urban development. 


(V) 

Transportation . 


(vi) Distance to other urban infrastructure (job 

schools, shopping, etc,). 

centers.. 

(vii) 

Emergency services^ 



§602.04 Determining values and limits for factors. 

(a) It is necessary to stratify each site-assessment factor and 
assign values and limits to each possible condition. 

(b) In most systems, maximum points are assigned when onsite 
conditions support continuation of agricultural use. 


(c) It is recommended that each factor be stratified into 
conditions rated from 0 to 10. Zero would represent the lowest value ( 
the particular factor and 10 would represent its best or highest value 
For example , for the factor "percent of area in agriculture" : 


95 

to 

100 

percent 

Of 

area 

75 

to 

95 

percent 

of 

area 

50 

to 

75 

percent 

of 

area 

25 

to 

50 

percent 

of 

area 

10 

to 

25 

percent 

of 

area 

0 

to 

10 

percent 

of 

area 


in agriculture - 10 points 
in agriculture - 8 points 
in agriculture - 6 points 
in agriculture - 4 points 
in agriculture - 2 points 
in agriculture - 0 points 
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(d) The local committee or work group should assign 

values each factor to reflect local values and condition^: 
example, if the best condition in a local area is "SO to 75 ... 

area in agriculture," the committee should assign this condir’. '’ ’ i 
points. Conditions of o-^her percentages of area in agriculf i-i^^ w* ic’ 
have fewer points assigned. ' ' 

(e) The local committee should document the conditions und«r which 
points are assigned. Documentation should be detailed enough to r.ermit 
users to clearly understand the reason for assigning a given rusher of 
points to a given set of conditions. In many cases, existing plans, 
policy, or guidelines may be cited to support point values assigned. 


§602.05 Explanation of selected factors. 

(a) Percentage of area in agriculture . This factor increase.^ in 
value as the amount of land in agricultural uses increases. Areas that 
are all agricultural are more viable for agriculture than areas that are 
50 percent urban and 50 percent agricultural. The area to be considered 
should be determined by local planners and could range from 1/4 to 10 
square miles, or could be an entire farm area, valley, etc. 

Exeimple 

(10) - 95 percent of area in agriculture 

— - 50 percent of area in agriculture 

(0) - 10 percent of area in agriculture 

(b) Land use adjacent to site . If all the land adjacent to a site 

is in agricultural use , the site is more viable for agriculture than if 
the land surrounding it is urban. 


Example 

( 10 ) 


( 0 ) 


All sides of site in agriculture 

One side of site adjacent to nonagricultural land 
TWO sides of site adjacent to nonagricultural land 
Three sides of site adjacent to nonagricultural land 
site surrounded by nonagricultural Ian 


(c) size of farm, . In unitst^'^irthis^lte® is 

present problems in farming sma feasible farm siz®. A farm 

used, local planners need to e e should be assigned a value of 

unit at or above the optimum size Jte assessed 

10, and the value should decrease as the size or cn 

decreases . 
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602.05(c) 

Example ; 

(10) - 120 acres or more 

— - 80-120 acres 

— - 40-80 acres 

— - 20-40 acres 

— - 5-20 acres 

(0) - less than 5 acres 


support system . Where agricultujre ^nd its support 
systems are decreasing, the long-term agricultural outlook may he poor 
Where agriculture is very strong and the support systems are iraprovina 
the agricultural outlook should be excellent. Where the support system 

iLrter?o di^inJ ^ support system has 

started to disintegrate / use a lower value. 


Example ; 

( 10 ) 

( 0 ) 


Support services present 

Some limitation on support services 

Severe limitation on support services 


(e) Zoning. Sites and surroundings zoned for "exoluslv. 

Salle” -^rioultLvioSs ;; 

residential,” are most valuable. «ouaicy 


(10) 


( 0 ) 


■ fgrLS?ur”.\' 

- till Ta T nonagricultural use 

- Site a^d nonagricultural use 

Site and three sides zoned for nonagricultural use 

- Site zoned on all sides for nonagricultural use 


amount ofTand w i ' th^limitationa^f*^*^^^^^^ there is a large 

use, there is n^n^d uL Stter 

agriculture should incrLe whersJbsSntL"?* ^ 

Und are availaBle tor urban growth ^o^'heSrpU*. 

Kxcunple ; 

^vail^ls . 

(0) - Non^ available 


value. If there is utti. or no urban'iand'^ * **»♦'««<: iRttf i ■' 

value. Value, are based on reSleSc or^f !f 
factor probotee the ponoept Jf ii;*iu^^’“*°"" 
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Example; 


602 .05 


(10) - Vacant buildable land available 
(0) - Little vacant land remaining 

(h) Compatibility with comprehens ive development plans. If the 
site is in an area planned for agriculture and the local goverr.r^ent 
strongly adheres to its comprehensive plan, assign a high value. 

Example; 


(10) - Proposed use is compatible with the comprehensive plan, 

(0) - Proposed use is incompatible with the comprehensive plan. 

(i) Distance to urban area . A site adjacent to a city or urban 
area is less viable for agriculture than a site located many miles from 
the nearest urban area. Larger cities justify a wider range in the 
distance factor. The distance and value assignment should be modified 
to meet local conditions. 


Example ; 


(10) - More than 2 miles 

— - 1 mile 

— - 1/2 mile 
(0) - Adjacent 


(i) rpntral water-distribution system. A site with municipal water 
1„ lutfl clenr^Lntity is 1... viabl. — agriculture than . atte Ear 
removed from municipal water supply. 


Examples 


(10) - No water within 1 mile 
-- - Water within 2,000 feet 
(0) - Water at site 


(k) Central s anitary sewerage at^'a'^site, the site is 

sewer line of ^g^Jhan^a^site located several miles away from 

less viable for agriculture than a 
the line with no extensions planned. 


Example ; 


( 10 ) 

( 0 ) 


sewer line J; 

rer line within 2,000 fee 
line adjacent to site 
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602.05(1) 

urb an development , if the public has invested 

r:;?v <=' tW to prctSe services and support lor 

a given site, assign a low value for agriculture Tf fL-i i u ^ ^ 
invested funds in a site with reason to believrtha^ f 

used for urban development, assign a low value. ^ ® 

Examples ; 

(10) - No such investment 
— - Medium investment 
(0) - High investment 

ads^lLs ‘--pcrtation and 

public transportation are ^esfvlSle / assessment. Areas served by 
several miles from the nearest ouhn^ t agriculture than sites located 
unimproved road. ^ transportation and on an 

Example ; 


(10) - Inadequate for planned use 
(0) - Adequate for planned use 



( 10 ) - Incompatible 
( 0 ) - Compatible 


(o) 


Any other factors 


used should be explained in a 


similar manner. 


§602.06 


veight of factors. 


factor Kas’a 
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602.06(c) '1) 

(b) Weights ranging from 1 to 10 should be considered for each site 
factor selected. The most important factor, from a local standpoint, 
should be assigned the highest weight, not to exceed 10. Other factors 
should be assigned weights depending on their relative importance in 
terms of all of the fa-'tors selected. 


(c) The weight of each factor is multiplied by the maximurt', points 
for that factor. The weights must then be adjusted so that the total 
maximum number of points for all factors equals no more than 200, For 
example: 


( 1 ) 

Factor 


(2) (4) 

Max. (3) Weight 

points per Assigned assigned 
factor we ight points 


1) Percentage of area in 

agriculture _ 

2) Percentage of land adjacent 

to site in agriculture 10 

3) Percentage of land 

commercially farmed 10 

4) Size of site 10 

5) Zoning for site 10 

6) Distance to urban 

area 

7) Availability of ag. support 

system 

8) Compatibility with 

comprehensive plan 

9) Transportation 

10) Availability of central 

sewage systeit^ 

11) Soil suitability for on- 

site sewage disposal 

12) Impact on historical/ 

cultural feature 

13) Environmental Impacts 

14) Compatibility with 

adjacent land uses 

15) Availability of zoned land 

for planned use 4„-i 

16) Compatibility with municipal^ 

plan , 

Maximum total points 


10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 


X 

X 

X 

X 

X 


X 

X 


X 

X 


X 

X 


10 

7 

5 
2 
9 

8 

3 

10 

6 

4 

5 

1 

8 

7 

6 

4 


100 

70 

50 

20 

90 

80 

30 

100 

60 

40 

50 

10 

80 

70 

60 

40 


(5) 

Adjusted 

weight 

(6) 

Adjusted 

max, 

points 

2.1 

21 

1.5 

15 

1.1 

11 

0.4 

4 

1.9 

19 

1.7 

17 

0.6 

6 

2.1 

21 

1.3 

13 

0.8 

8 

1.0 

10 

0.2 

2 

1.7 

17 

1.5 

15 

1,3 

13 

o.e' 

8 

loo 


.. th. (actof by a 

(1) column 1 UaM tha aiM ”• 

looal oolltwa a lESA 
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602.06(c) (2) 


(2) Column 2 shows the maximum points assigned for each factor. 

(3) Column 3 indicates the weight assigned to each factor. In 
the example above, factors 1 and 8 were judged to be the most important. 
Thus, they were assigned a weight of 10. The other factors were rated 
according to their relative importance. 


1 ^ product of the points for each factor 

(Col. 2) times the weight assigned each factor (Col, 3), 

(i) In the example above, the sum of these values the total 

uT ‘r “utJi;: 

thl nf ^®SA is 100. Thus, without adjustment, 

®^t®-®ss®ssment points to maximum land-evaluation 
points would be 950:100 or 9.5:1. This relationship would heaviir 
emphasize site assessment at the expense of land evaluation. ^ 

(ii) In LESA systems evaluated to date, a ratio of 2-1 i a 

I tlUl has given good (asi!;; 

h -eight adjuetnent must be made to obtain a 2,1 ratio in the erampli! 

mnv: ^ adjusted weights needed to oroduce a 

Qiyiaing 200 by 950 to produce an adjustment factor of 0 2i +-Vi.b„ 

by ‘ °l """" faotor 

values retain the relative imoortA adjusted weight 

the maximum points to 200 for the sJte^LMssme^t par^ oTt'he 'system'"’^'" 


when the’maximirnule^°of poLtf^pe^factoiT 

the adjusted weight (Col 5? Th/t multiplied by 

pointa for this ey^tim „;.^i;oo:e: 200 

consider the relatiJrimportaLrof^nteT*”" ° 

in terms of total values^o determinrtL evaluation 

to aetermine the desired ratio between them. 

and weights to factorr^ithout^reoLd^to^th^^r^^^ assdg« point values 
of site-assessment values to land^evsin points or the ratio 

can be achieved by adjusting the weights Tno^ir^vl^" 

results the SS'^orsitf-assessmeiJ^^r® Sy3€em%. f6r bes% s 

should be about 2:1. assessment values to land-e^S^tlofr values^ 
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602 . 06 (e) 


(3) A LESA system will work with land-evaluation points n'aking 
up as much as 50 percent of the total value, but as a general rule, 
avoid placing this much emphasis on the land-evaluation part of the 
system. Otherwise, the system will tend to protect land that should not 
be protected. 

(4) The final ratio should be field tested to ensure that 
results meet the intended objective, 

(5) Certain site-assessment factors, when found in combination 
with certain others, may have more effect than the total of their 
assigned points would indicate. For example: sites in flood plains may 
have all of the needed urban support systems, but agriculture nay be the 
best land use, since urban flooding would result if the area were 
converted to urban uses. 

(e) The design of the site-assessment part of LESA is completed 
when site factors, values, and weights are approved by the local 
committee . 
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§603.00 Introduction. .uicjv 

There are a number of farmland protection programs. »■ ( of 

any protection program in this handbook should not be* ir-rlr r-^^ted to 
support it over any other program. 


§603,01 Determining site economic viability. 

(a) As previously stated, before applying the '..ESP,. 
and the local committee must decide the relative weigh”: ■'.r at, each 
of the system should be assigned (see §602.07) . 


(b) Work through the following steps in using I.E3A t ;i«r.ennine 
site viability (see Tcible 2, Exhibit §604.06) . 


(1) Determine the relative value (s) from the 1 ar.i-evaluatxon 
procedure for the site in question. For a small site an average 
relative value (see §601.21). 


(2) Determine the total site-assessment points for the site, 
which should be in the range of 0-200, 

(3) Add the land-evaluation points to the site-assessment 

points. The total should be in the range of 0-300, It ^ 

agricultural economic viability of the site in question, and can be tise<a 

to compare sites. 

(c) Guidelines for decisions should be established. For exampX® , 
in llysterd^iigned with a maximum value of 300 points, the loo.l 
Committee may recommend that 


( 1 ) 

efforts? 

( 2 ) 

efforts; 


(3) 


Sites having fewer than 200 points receive lew protection 
Sites having 200-225 points receive mediu® protection 
Sites having 225-250 points receive high protection e: 


and 
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603.01 (c) <4) 

(4) Sites having more than 250 points receive very high 
protection efforts. 

(d) Such a recommendation does not mean that a site having fewer 

than 200 points will never be protected or that a site having more than 

250 points will always be protected. The point system developed should 

serve as a tool to assist planning and decision making to achieve local 

objectives . 

(e) Selection of 200 points as a cutoff point in the example above 
would protect sites where — 

(1) The best soil {100 points) is available, but only one-half 
of the site-assessment factors are favorable (100 points); or 

(2) Most of the site-assessment factors are favoreible (175-200) , 
but the soil is of low value (0-25) . 

(3) In either case, the site has limited prospect for long-term 
use for farmland. 

(f) Sites with some high predetermined point value should merit a 
strong protection effort to maintain a viable agricultural industry. 


§603.02 Alternative site selection. 

The LESA system can be used for site comparison where it is essential to 
convert some agricultural land to a nonagricultural use. The total 
points assigned to one site can be compared with the total points 
determined for any number of other sites. All other things being equal, 
converting the site with the lowest total point value would have the 
least impact on the agricultural industry. The sites with the highest 
values should receive more protection than those with the lowest values. 

proposed conversion should consider the impact on adjacen t 
agricul tural areas and the local agricultural industry . ' 


§603.03 Production units. 


(a) The land-evaluation part of the LESA system can be used to , ■ 
determine the value of one acre of land compared to another aore ^i^i - . 

land. The use of relative values takes into consideration the cbgk^M;;:' 
overcoming soil limitations to achieve a specified yield. 
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603.03(c) (3) (ii) 

(b) The loss, or protection, of each acre of land has some 
significance as far as the production capacity of an area is concerned. 
Losing an acre of highly productive land may be as important as losing's 
acres of less productive land. Continuing loss of the most productive 
land in an area can have a significant impact on the agricultural 
industry in the area. 

(c) A production unit is defined as the amount of land necessary to 
produce the highest yield of a specified indicator crop In the planning 
area. In an area where the highest yield is 160 bu of corn per acre, a 
production unit for soils whose yield is 160 bu of corn per acre is 1 
acre. 


(1) In the LESA system, soils that are in agricultural group 1 
(with a relative value of 100) have one production unit each. Thus, for 
this purpose, a relative value of 100 is equal to 1. Soils in an 
agricultural group with a relative value of 50 would have 0.5 production 
unit each. In this example, it would take 2 acres of soil in the latter 
group to equal 1 acre of soil in agricultural group 1. 


(2) in agricultural land lost o r protected, it may ^ 

most n'^^nSnaf^rT to measure the land in ter ms of production units as_j:^ 
as acres ; — One should be able to detemine both the number of acres 

For example : 


affected’ and the production value. 



Summary of Land Conversions 

Product ion units 
200 
164 
132 
100 
596 

In the table ^°®®^°^l.^°te^rof°pr^iction units, as 

in agkcultu^l ,r»up . . 

♦. 4 -hat the loss or conversion of a given 
,3) TO of lost productive capacity- 

site may have on an area i ^ 

jjL.^ A rilannxnc 


(i) 


Kstlnata tha total production unite In a plannln, area. 


the total number of production units nee e 
(ii) Determine the totai »u 

support tViB industry* 
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603.03(c) (3) (iii) 

(iii) Measure the loss from conversion of a given site and its 
effect on the agricultural industry. For example: 


Total Total Loss by 

acres production conversion Remaining 

Mv Rel. value in group units (proposed or act.) prod, units 


1 

100 

• 

T 

100 

X 

4,000 

5 - 

2 

94 

f 

100 

X 

3,000 

CZ 

3 

82 

ft 

T 

100 

X 

800 


4 

72 

9 

T 

100 

X 

2,000 


5 

66 

ft 

T 

100 

X 

900 


6 

63 

ft 

T 

100 

X 

1,000 

= 

7 

56 

f 

100 

X 

900 

=: 

8 

47 


100 

X 

900 

= 

9 

41 

ft 

T 

100 

X 

900 

zs 

10 


0 



700 


Total 





15,100 



4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

2,820 

1,410 

1,410 

656 

- 

656 

1,440 


1,440 

594 

- 

594 

630 

* 

630 

504 


504 

423 

- 

423 

369 

- 

369 

0 

- 

0 

11,436 

3,410 

8,026 


this example, if 10,000 production units are needed as a 
base level to sustain the industry, the proposed conversion would 
seriously jeopardize the industry in the area. The loss of 2,000 acres 
(relative value of 100) and 1,500 acres (relative value of 94), for a 
total of 3,410 production units, amounted to the loss of 30 percent of 
the production units in the area. (in this case, loss of 23 percent of 
he land area caused a 30-percent loss of productive capacity. 

Production units can also be used to measure the productive 
value of a given site relative to other sites. (Production units will 
only measure the ability of a site to produce directly from the land!) 

Production units can also be used to direct State or local 
relates to value of farm units. For example. State policy 
m! f certain number of production units are necessary to 

qualify for agricultural programs, i.e., farmland protection programs 

SririeeSd shows the r,us4>er of 

^ ° ® government policy requiring 60 production units 

for inclusion in an agricultural protection program. 


Ag . group 


Rel. value 


Acres required/6P production units 


1 

3 

5 

7 

9 


100 

82 

66 

56 

41 


60 

73 

91 

107 

146 
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603.04 (b) 


In the example 60 acres of soils in agricultural group 1 

Trt arrr-i rultural CflTOUP 3# 7 3 HCTOS WOUld 

TneeSd^lna'ln group 9, 146 acros »cuia be noeaaa to be 

equivalent to 60 acres in agricultural group . 

(6) Production units may also be used as the basis for purchase 
or transfer of development rights (see §603.05). 

4 . • i-s-p e-it-oc; t-n meet income reQuirements or gross 

603.04 Determining size of sites to meeu inou si 

income from given acres- 

pLrorLSrc:n‘L’u:i“L'a:t:rmine uLJis a reasonable Income from a 

given number of acres. 

aref Lst"e°pralinj jn 

frLr624,000, divide 24,000 by the f “^.Heuthf pr!':! 
yield for each agricultural yield values 

:;I-be“IIaS" orw”;2hert .3 of the cropland land-evaluation model. 


Aqr. grout 


Dollars required 

Indicator crop yi eld x price/bu 

24,000 T (160 X 3.00) 

24,000 ; (130 X 3.00) 

24,000 f (105 X 3.00) 

24,000 r ( 90 X 3.00) 

24,000 f ( 65 X 3.00) 


Required 

Acres 


Et.--irfhrraiii i^re-i^ i^inLfieit-frr^ rnirrtTouid 

be recognized. 


(310-VI-NLESAH, Jan. 1983) 


603-5 



Part 603 - LESA HANDBOOK 


603.0S(a) 

§603,05 Agricultural value assessment. 

(a) The land-evaluation part of the LESA system can be used to 
identify groups of soils for agricultural value assessment. The value 
of each group is determined relative to the value of the best soils, 
i.e., those in agricultural group 1. Each agricultural group in the 
system is used to identify soils to be assessed at a given level. 

(b) Some State programs already use individual land-evaluation 
systems to determine agricultural value-assessment level. The most 
commonly used system is the land-capability classification system. The 
LESA system incorporates this system in its design and produces more 
refined classes than the capability classification alone. 

(c) In developing a statewide system, some adjustment may be 
necessary for a special situation. It is possible to grow some 
high-value crops on relatively low-value soils, but in general, the 
soils best suited to growing a specified indicator crop will be best for 
growing other crops. In some special situations, the land evaluation 
may have to be adjusted to account for differences in elevation or 
climate (see §601.20). 


§603.06 Acquisition of development rights. 

(a) Details of programs for acquisition of development rights are 
covered in many other documents. Included in this section are some 
highlights of how the LESA system may be used in such programs. 

(b) The land-evaluation part of LESA should be useful in all 
agricultural land-protection programs. The site-assessment part of LESA 

a adjusted, depending on the program objectives. A LESA 

system designed to compare alternative sites or promote overall planninc 
rights? ® answers needed for acquisition of development 

that are subject to conversion to 

nonagricultural use may get the highest number of points for inclusion 
in a program for acquisition of development rights. A LESA site 
assessment, however, gives the highest number of points to a site 
c?nve?sion?® distance from the city and, therefore, less subject to 


(2) Agricultural lands that are subject to flooding, contain 

system^^'T^ wetlands will receive a high point value in most LESA,' 
systems. ^ The same lands may receive a low point value in a proqram for 
acquisition of development rights. P 9 
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(c) Moat LESA systems are designed to have land evaUiation amount 
to about 1/3 of the total value of the system. For purchase or transfer 
of development rights, one may want the land-evaluation part to be equal 
to about 1/2 of the total value. This is a determination to be made by 
the local committee after adequate field testing. 

(d) In designing a site-assessment system for acquisition of 
development rights, the following points should be considered. 


(1) Goals . Develop a plan based on a statewide LESA system. 

Such a plan might consider both short-term and long-term goals. 

(2) Value of land for agriculture . The land-evaluation part of 
the system indicates the level of productivity a farm or site should 
reach. In fact, the farm may produce more or less income than is 
indicated by the land evaluation. Concerns about existing productivity 
or level of management can be considered in site assessment under 
agricultural economic viability and onsite improvement. 

( 3 ) Agricultural economic viability of site (farm) . The 
site-assessment part of the system measures onsite improvements and 
other factors that influence whether a farm is viable and stays in 
agricultural production. It would be pointless to acquire development 
rights on a farm only to see the land removed from agricultural use for 
other reasons. Factors that may be considered include 

(i) Number of production units onsite and on other sites 
«here Lv. bee. purchesea tviU the production unrte 

support a full-time farmer?); 

(il) on-farm Improvements that may eliminate soil limitations, 

(ill, Extent of farm improvements neeaea for the type of farm 
enterprise at the site; and 

(iv) Income from ^erd.°'^lncoine from the 

corn and hay crops processed ^ ^ ^ pg produced should be 

operation of the dairy over and above the crop p 

considered here. 

(4, Market for proauc^- ^ Jb may^be^more products used 
etsevS^r". ?ruoe!n,"^estions should he considered. 


(1) 13 additional production needed? 

(il, Are products for local markets? 
(ill) Are products for State markets? 
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603 •06(d) (4) (iv) 

(iv) Are products for national use? 

(v) Are products for export? 

(i) Flood plains; 


(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

system; and 


Wetlands; 

Land subject to utility easements; 

Land subject to agreement as part of use-value tax 


(v) Land subject to scenic easements, etc. 


consider in probabilit-v of inr.A w a Factors to 

P DdDiiity of land being converted include 

Estate settlements in which land must be sold; 

Active negotiations for land sales; 

Listing of farmland for sale by real estate agents; 

use; conversion of adjacent lands to nonagricultural 


(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 


expanding Se«Uo"ranr'‘° 

(vi) Floodplains, wetlands, easements, etc. r . 'v' ,;j 

some clIL J-and on area aq.ricoItural industry :.:" -ninJ'. 

can profoundly affect°fh°"® °f or o'ttterwise 

oundly affect the agricultural industry of the entire' areai ' 
Some questions to consider include the following:, 
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rs in 


(i) Does this farm produce or process much of the area's 
agricultural products? 

(ii) Will loss of this land adversely affect other farme 
the area? 

Mil) What is the effect on the total production units needed 
to sustain the local agricultural industry, including support 

infrastructure? 

/Q\ T.and-use regulations and plans . Land-use plans and 
regulations in an 

protnotlon ^:‘arptoplnTnS°“prr=hUn» 

acqulaltion of davnlopmant rights nxcluslvaiy for 

in current plans and regulations costs with the 

agticultura should be should not expect such land to 

expectation of continuing faOT gj^ agricultural value of the land. 

ehL speculative increases over the true 
Factors to consider include— 


(i) 

zoning for site? 


(ii) 

Zoning for areaj 


(iii) 

Land-use plans for site 

and area 

(iv) 

Agricultural districts; 

and 

(V) 

Existing easement for use-value 


I Existing 

objectives other — 

4 .r^ hhe value of tne 


(i) 

Historical purposes; 

(ii) 

Cultural purposes; 

(iii) 

open space or recreation; 

(iv) 

watershed protection; and 

(V) 

wetland protection. 


( 310 -VI ' 


jan. 1983^ 
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(10) Infrastructure. There are two dominant types of 

supports agriculture and that which supports 
urban development. Acquisition of development rights in an area Xre 
the public has invested in urban infrastructure wLtes the p^Lc-s 
investments. Areas where public money has been invested in soil and 

for^Lrmland'^Dr^r" production programs should be considered 

for farmland protection, in considering infrastructure, add points for 

funds invested for agricultural infrastructure and add additional points 

(i) Sewer apd water services; 

(ii) Schools; 


(iii) 

(iv) 


Public transportation services; 
Emergency services; 


(v) Farm-to-market road; 

(vi) Farm services, i.e., dealers, suppliers, etc,; 

(vii) Agricultural processors, factories, etc.; and 
Agricultural storage facilities. 


(viii) 


acre for a 60-acre Lrm orSch'.ll'^? "*5'’^ '=• «-200 Per 

the sails had a relative valurof Wo S! 

per acre if the farm was 120 acres h..^ $1,100 

farmed on soil with a 

vLurw:;ii 

aevil^pmenj - 

will evaluate the^dJvfinpmnnt^nightn?^ government that 

each factor. conditions under which 0-10 points will be assigned for 

(Note that some'^factors raav^be relative importance, 

decision on; e.g., whe^e ^o rUtHxS^ an entire 

the decision should be that no'developil^n^ 'rigKs 
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(f) Refer to §603.00 for putting the land-evaluation and 
site-assessment systems together and for setting cutoff points. 
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§604.00 Precedence Diagram for LESA System Design 
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UNITES STATES OEPABTMBHT OF AGRICULTURE 
OirpiCSS W TMS 

WASHIKOTON, D. C. 


March 10, 1982 


SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 


9500-2 


Statement on Land Use Policy 


PURPOSE 

The Nation's farmlands, forest lands, rangelands, flood plains. 

and wetlands are unique natural resources prov ding food, fiber, 

wood, and water necessary for the oontinued w^fare of the 

people of the United States and protection 

year, large amounts of these lands are converted to other uses. 

Continued conversion of the Nation s f 

and rangelands may Impair the ability of the 

produce sufficient food, fiber, and wood to 

and the demands of export markets. Continued conversion of the 

N2?i5n%TtlandrmIy reduce the availability of adequate supplies 

of suitable-quality water. Indigenous wildlife species, and the 

productive capacity of the Nation's fisheries. 

encroachments on flood plains decrease the natural f1ood-M^l 

Mpadtylf these land Sreas, create n«ds for expensive unmade 

flood-control measures and disaster-relief activities, and 

endanger both lives and property. 

land use allocation decisions are matters of concern to USDA. 
Decisions concerning land use arise from needs to accoowodate 
needed growth and development', prevent unwarranted . 

sorawl i avoid unwarranted conversion of farm, '"*"9®’ 

Unds and wetlands f««" existing u«s 

on flood plalnsi maintain and ef®"®® s.^d 

oroductlon capabilities; maintain wildlife, f1sh,ana seaTMo 

tr,?SldrpePJePwPS'rfreP’M^^ ea| g®r for the limited 
supply of available and suitable land and water. 

,t .. l).p.rt-nu. policy to Pc™« 

,0 cprr.Pt one Imp-tpn. H5“tl',;?4SpPn™ llti«> 

"pf1Uj5l5 for reppiPtln, th. Pt.P of 


oirrmRunoN: 95 


o^i SCS 
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under their Jurisdiction. It also reflects the Department's 
responsibility to (a) assure that the United States retains a 
farm, range, and forest land base sufficient to produce adequate 
sullies, at reasonable production costs, of high-quality foodr 
fl^r, wood, and other agricultural products that rmy be needed ^ 
tndividual landholders and State and local SvSfSJnts 
In defining and meeting needs for growth and development 1 n"such 

range, and foreSt land S aS 

protected frcoi unwarranted conversion to other uses; and (c) assure 
appropriate levels of anvlrownental quality. ' ^ ® 

7 "uTc''‘j?na the authority contained In 7 U.S.C. 1010 and 
/ Ued«c, 2204 and consistent with 7 c f ft ? iq j 7 

Protection Policy Act) ^sSbtltU ! Tltle^Xv'^^* 


UWHittLATIONS 


KJlserSa?2rn^5!S2r*^S® M^iorandun. No. 1827, 

Octotar*30**ig7B^*2^’^<uJjiJ^^®? Supplement No. J, dated 
dated December 14 , 1977 . s Kenwrandum No. 1807, Revised, 


3 PaiCY 

input at all ap^rmrlatS stwes Sf 

for public projects, programs or process 

the rights and responsibilities of lannhisiH*’ recognlae 
private land use decis ond* Ind ?LI "“king 

. 12 ; s's?"”"'' 

and unique farmlands famianj. ^ p? *p other uses of prime 

landJn'tJSh^iSnnS‘*as*to^’(l)^^‘^''J"'® “p** >iSDA-ddm1n1 stared 
Meeting short- and loM-J^n.'!' demonstrate leadership fn 
While assuring adequate supplies Sf nee§eTfo^d;^1 5 ^ ®Kd"^ ' 
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aSllSe2d "“"asaoent of USDA- ® 

needs and . when requested, assist State and local govSSenls 

auI^nS5i3o®i’'®; individual landholders in detKiUJ 
alternative land use values > thereby enabllna local 

SJoSLiS base^ comunity^s fartn- and fore^lated 

Assist landowners and State and Federal agencies in the 
rwlarotion of abandoned surface-mined lands. This reclamation 
Mill help eliminate safety, health, and environmental problaas. 

Assist in planning for the extraction of coal and other 
nonrenewable resources in such nanner as to facilitate 

"■ "''•’i* '"»s‘o»‘«t1on would reestablish or enhance 
food, fiber, or forest productivity or contribute to other 
beneficial uses of the land as mining is completed in defined 
areas or sites. 


■g Advocate among Federal agencies: 

(1) The retention of Important farmlands, rangelands, forest 
lands, and wetlands, whenever proposed conversions to 
other uses (a) are caused or encouraged by actions or 
programs of a Federal agency or (b) require licensing or 
approval by a Federal agency, unless other needs clearly 
override the benefits derived from retention of such 
lands; and 

(2) Actions that reduce the risk of flood loss and soil 
erosion; that minimise impacts of floods on human safety, 
health, and welfare; that preserve natural flood-control 
and other beneficial functions and values of wetlands 

and flood plains; and that reduce future need for expensive 
manmade flood-control systems, disaster-relief assistance, 
or Federal rehabilitation assistance in the event of 
flooding. 


4 ABBREVIATIONS 

USDA - U.S. Department of Agriculture 

NftE - Natural Resources and Environment Conmittee 
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5 DEFINITIONS 

Conplete definitions for the terns "femlands," "forest lands," 
“rangelands," "wetlands," and "flood plains" are found In appendix A. 


6 RESPONSIBILITIES 

a The Office of the Secretary Is responsible for (1) encouraging, 
assisting, and coordinating efforts of other Federal departments 
and agencies to Inplenwnt policies and procedures supportive 
of the objectives of this nefflorandumi (2) resolving Issues 
and acting on rsconnendatlons raised to the Secretary's 
Policy and Coordination Council by the DepartRMntal conmlttees; 
and (3) raising unresolved Issues and reconnending actions to 
the approprUte Cabinet Council. 

b The NRE Connittee, created under the Secretary's memorandum 
dated July 22, 1981, will provide departaentwide leadership 
for the Implementation of this policy statement. In 
Implementing this policy, the NRE Ccnmittee will: 

(1) Recontnend Departmental guidelines to the Secretary and 
schedule reviews of each agency's procedures for 
Implementation; 

(2) Monitor Implementation of this policy; 

(3) Encourage, support, and provide guidance to State* and 
local-level USOA committees In Implementing this policy; 

(4) Coordinate the work of USDA agencies In carrying out the 
provisions of this memorandum; and 

(5) Advise the Secretary annually as to progress and problems 
encountered. 

c Each USOA agency will review and make the necessary 
aAitnlstratlve changes In existing and proposedsruliS, 
regulations, guides, practices, or policies and propose 
needed legislative changes to bring agency; prpgraies Into 
compliance with the provisions of this mamprahdMp,;: 

d Each USDA agency having progms' 

this memorandum shall 4a9jiftP''lRipl:awnf1il1iiPlil®t|li^ 
consistent with the guidelines provided ,iby the {NRE , Cooesittee, 
and shall provide to aTl<officeS/'Of''''the{iagen^^|||,s:'{dF' this 
policy statement, departmental {guldeline^llllliP^ 
to Implement this 

e USDA agencies 

Individual, landhflllijllllpjn {important farnliands, rangei;and|i 


{.(plQ-VirN'liES^H, J.ab. i'9B3,1) 
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forest lands, and wetlands and to avotd encroachments on 
flood plains when practicable alternatives exist to meet 
developmental needs. Appropriate agencies will assist State 
and local governments, citizens groups, and Individual landholders 
in Identifying options and detemlnlng alternative land use 
values as the basis for making Judicious choices In meeting 
growth and development needs. 

f USOA agencies will encourage other Federal, State, and local 
government agencies to exchange information on plans or 
projects that may Impact on Important farmlands, rangelands, 
forest lands, wetlands, or flood plains and to Involve 
appropriate USDA agencies early In the planning process. 

USDA agencies will participate In a timely manner at appropriate 
stages 1n the planning process on Federal or federally assisted 
projects or activities *d»en requested. Where opportunity for 
such participation 1s not forthcoming, the Department may 
Intercede, consistent with policy contained In this nwmorandtaa, 
at appropriate stages In the decisionmaking process through 
review and connents on plans, as provided for In authorized 
administrative review procedures for such projects, activities, 
or actions. 

g When land held either In public or private ownership will be 
directly affected by USDA actions, the Implcnentlng agency 
will notify the affected landholders at the earliest time 
practicable of the proposed action and provide such landholders 
an opportunity to review the elements of the action and to 
comment on the actlonis feasibility and alternatives to It. 

h Agencies of USDA will assure that their actions. Investments, 
and programs on nonfederal lands will conform, to the extent 
practicable, with the uses permitted under land use regulations 
adopted by State or local governments. 

1 When land use regulations or decisions are inconsistent with 
USDA policies and procedures for the protection of Important 
farmlands, rangelands, forest lands, wetlands, or flood 
plains, USOA agencies shall not assist In actions that would 
convert these lands to other uses or encroach upon flood 
plains, unless (1) there 1$ a demonstrated, significant need 


5 
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for th» project, prograa, or fectllty and (2) tlwra are no 
practicable alternative actloni or sites that Mould avoid the 
conversion of these lands, or If conversion Is unavoidable, 
reduce the number of acres to be converted or encroached upon 
directly and Indirectly. 


Secretary of Agriculture 
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APPENDIX A 
DEFINITIONS 


The following definitions apply to Secretary’s Manorandu* No. 9500-2* 
dated March 10, 1982 


1 IMPORTANT FARMLANDS 1/ 
a Prime Farmlands 1/ 

(1) General Criteria . Prime farmland 1s land that has the 
best combination of physical and chemical characteristics 
for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed 
crops and Is also available for these uses (the land 
could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land, 
or other land but not urban built-up land or water). It 
has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture 
supply needed to economically produce sustained high 
yields of crops when treated and managed. Including 
water management, according to acceptable farming methods. 
In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and dependable 
water supply from precipitation or Irrigation, a favorable 
temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or 
alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium content, and few 

or no rocks. They ere permeable to- water and air. 

Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or saturated 
with water for a long period of time, and they either do 
not flood frequently or are protected from flooding. 
Examples of soils that qualify as prime farmland are 
Palouse silt loam, 0 to 7 percent slopes; Brookston 
silty clay loam, drained; and Tama silty clay loam, 0 to 
5 percent slopes. 

(2) Specific Criteria. Prime farmlands must meet all the 
following criteria. Terms used In this section are 
defined In these USDA publications: “Soil Taxonomy, 
Agriculture Handbook 436," "Soil Survey Manual, Agriculture 
Handbook 18," “Rainfall-Erosion Losses From Cropland, 
Agriculture Handbook 282," "Hind Erosion Forces In the 
United States end Their Use In Predicting Soil Loss, 
Agriculture Handbook 348," and "Saline and Alkali Soils, 
AgrlcOlture Handbook 60." 

(a) The soils have: 

1 Aquic, udic, ustic, or xeric moisture regimes 
and sufficient available water capacity within a 

1/ 7 C.F'.R. 657.5 
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(b) 


(c) 


depth of 40 Inches, or 1n the root zona (root 
zone Is the part of the soil that is penetrated 
by plant roots) if the root zone is lass than 
40 inches deep, to produce the comnonly 9^ 
cultivated crops (cultivated crops . 

are not limited to, grain, forage, fiber, oilseed, 
sugar beets, sugarcane, vegetables, tobacco, 
orchard, vineyard, and bush fruit crops) adapte 
to the region In 7 or w)re years out of 10; or 

2 Xeric or ustic moisture regimes In which the 
" available water capacity Is limited, but the 

area has a developed Irrigation water supply 
that Is dependable (a dependable water supply is 
one in which enough water is available for 
Irrigation in 8 out of 10 years for the crops 
comnonly grown) and of adoquate qualityi or 

3 Acidic or torric moisture regimes, and the area 
“ has a developed Irrigation water supply that Is 

dependable and of adequate quality; and 

The soils have a twnperature regime that Is frigid, 
mask, thenalc, or hvpartheTwk (pergellc and crylc 
reglmas ere excluded^ These are * 0 ^ * that, at a 
depth of 20 inches, have a mean annual temperature 
higher than 3a degrees Fahrentott. In 
the mean sutmer temperature at this depth in soils 
with an 0 horizon Is higher than 47 degrees Fahrenhei 
In soils that have no 0 horizon, the mean summer 
temperature is higher than 59 degrees Fahrenheit; 
and 

The soils have a pH between 4.6 and 8.4 In all 
horizons within a depth of 40 inches or in the root 
zone If tha root zone U less than 40 inches deep; 

And 


(d) The soils either have no water table or have a 
water table that Is maintained at a sufficient 
depth during the cropping season to allow cultivated 
crops common to the area to be grown; and 

(e) The soils can be managed so that In all horizons 
within a depth of 40 Inches or 1n the root zone If 
the root zone Is less than 40 Inches deep, during 
part of each year the conductivity of the saturatlor 
extract 1$ less than 4 mmhoc/cm and the exchangeabb 
sodium percentage Is less than 15; and 


(f) The soils are not flooded frequently during the 
growing season (less often than once In 2 years); 
and 
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(g) Tte product of K (erodlblUty factor) times the 
percent slope is less than 2.0, and the product of 
I (soils erodibllity) times C (climatic factor) 
does not exceed 60; and racwr; 

* penneability rate of at least 
0.06 inch per hour in the upper 20 inches, and the 
mean annual soil temperature at a depth of 20 inches 
Is less than 50 degrees Fahrenheit; the pemeab'flity 
rate is not a limiting factor if the mean annual 
soil temperature is 59 degrees Fahrenheit or higher; 
and 


(i) Less than 10 percent of the surface layer (upper 
6 inches) in these soils consists of rock fragments 
coarser than 3 Inches. 


b Unique Farmland 1/ 

(1) General criteria . Unique farmland is land other than 
prime farmland that is used for the production of specific 
high-value food and fiber crops. It has the special 
combination of soil quality, location, growing season, 
and moisture supply needed to economically produce 
sustained high-quality and/or high yields of a specific 
crop when treated and managed according to acceptable 
farming methods. Examples of such crops are citrus, 

tree nuts, olives, cranberries, fruit, and vegetables. 

(2) Specific characteristics . Unique farmland is used for a 
specific high-value food or fiber crop. It has a moisture 
supply that 1$ adequate for the specific crop'; the 
supply is from stored moisture, precipitation, or a 
developed irrigation system. It combines favorable 
factors of soil quality, growing season, temperature, 
humidity, air drainage, elevation, aspect, or other 
conditions, such as nearness to market, that favor the 
growth of a specific food or fiber crop. 

c Additional Farmland of Statewide Importance . V This is 
land, in addition to prime and unique famlands, that is of 
statewide importance for the production of food, feed, fiber, 
forage, and oilseed crops. Criteria for defining and 
delineating this land are to be determined by the appropriate 
State agency or agencies. Generally, additional farmlands of 
statewide Importance Include those that are nearly prime 
farmland and that economically produce high yields of crops 
when treated and managed according to acceptable farming 
methods. Some nay produce as high a yield as prime farmlands 
If conditions are favorable. In some States, additional 
farmlands of statewide Importance may include tracts of land 
that have been designated for agriculture by State law. 


1/ 7 C.F.R. 657.5 
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or Itatawlda imortance. Where appropriate, these 
fanraJa to*S idan^Sd Vthe local agency or agencies 
concerned. 

PRIME FOREST LANDS 2/ 

purposes of this weiBorandu* only, the following timberlan 
definitions will apply. 

lands that could realistically be returned to _,a.4n_»i 

Delineation of these lands will be 1n accordance with national 

criteria. 

h iin{au« Tlndierland. 2/ Unique tlmberl ands are lands which do 
^ nol?ualiyan Fingt1tnbe?Und on the basis of producing 
less^than 86 cubic feet/acre/year, but 
yields of specific high-value species or spec es capable of 
producing specialized wood products under a s^^^^oult^al 
avstem that Mintalns soil productlvll^ and protects »ter 
quality. Delineation of these lands will be In accordance 
with national critarla. 

C Timberland of St atewide i«»Qrtonce. 2/ This Is land. In 

addition io prime and unique tlmberl ends, that Js of statwioe 
Imporunce for the growing of ^od. Criteria rtr defining 
and dallneatlno thesa lands are to be deterwined by state 
forestry planning coamltteas or appropriate State organizations 

d T<i«hflrlan ds of Local iMDortance . 2/ In some local arws. 
there is concern for certain addltimal forest l^lJ^LHfHAd* 
growing of wood, even though these lands are not ^ 

as having national or statewide Importance., Where 
t^se lands are to be Identified by a local agency or agencies 
concerned. 


2J Prime Forest Land Definition and Criteria, il.S. Forest Service. 
Hay 26, 1977 
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SM 9500-2 
Appendix A 


3 WETLANDS ^ 

Wetlands are those areas tfwit are inundated fay surface or ground 
water with a frequency sufficient to support and> under normal 
circumstances, do or would support a prevalence of vegetative or 
aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated 
soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands generally 
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas « such as sloughs, 
potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mudflats, and natural 
ponds. 


4 FLOOD PLAINS 3/ 

The term "flood plain" means the lowland and relatively flat 
areas adjoining Inland and coastal waters. Including floodprone 
areas of offshore islands, including, at a minimumt those that 
are subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding In 
any given year. 


5 PRIME RANGELAND ^ 

Prime rangeland Is rangeland which, because of its soil, climate, 
topography, vegetation, and location, has the highest quality or 
value for grazing animals. The (potential) natural vegetation 
1s palatable, nutritious, and available to the kinds of herbivores 
common to the area. 


57 Definitions contained in t^Scutlve Orders 11988 and 11990 
^ USDA proposed definition, for intradeparttnental use only 
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1^604.02 Fnrmlnnd '’rcvtect ion Policy Act 


604 . 02 


public law 97>I)8— dec. 22, 198t 


flttbdtk IVoitsstioQ FoUc^ AU 


Skx 1&89. Thk aibtitU may ba ut tba Pi^tMtka 

PoUcT Ac»^. 

ttKoaiQt,nnP0aai^AMmomwmam 

Saa 1640, (a) CVKMrratt flttdi tha^ 

0) tba Natioo'a Cannland ia a uaiqua -latoraJ mmivoa aad 

providoa food and ffbarnaMaaary lor tba oaatinucd tha 

oltba UDiiaddtaiaiii 

oad) y«ar, a lara* amootU of tba Netkn'a Ibimlaad ia 
irrtvocably ooovartad mMa actual or aoricuLtural um 

ta aoaagricuUofal uaa; 

(5) eontinoad dacTMaa ia tb« Natioa'a fbrmlaad baoa mav 
thraatan lha ability ol tba UoUod Statea (c paoduoa 

Abar In niffidaist ({uaatltioa to mwi and iha 

damanda ol oar «ipori marhate 

NltluMlttMivaufiioffiaral&adfsr ncaacrkultural ptinoaaa 
uodomloao tba awwflaiio baaa olnany mriai areas; 

(6) Padatal actiowi, la taany cacao, reault la tho ooaveraleQ ol 
AurmUnd to nonasncultural ucas vthmt altamatlwc actiocu 
would ba pcafevrad; 

(6) the Dapartmaat of Agriculture ia tbe amei' primarily 


the peraoujuf and otbar rmoutoaa acatkd to UaplaanBet 
fannlandjproiaetkMi poikr; and 

(7) lha dapartmaat of A«Tlculturo and other Pcdaral aoBaeUa 
ahould taka eiapa to amura thnt tba atctlooa of tho raderal 
Govtnunant do not eaueo United Statco farmland to ba irrovm- 
ibly coorarled to nooaipiciiltural uaea La caaaa ia which otbar 
national LnteraaU do not oiawrrido lbs Importanoa of tbs protsfr 
lion of faraland zumt otharwiss outwalih iha beoaOts of iaai»< 
tainLnf fannLud reaouroaa. 

(bl TTm porposa of thla aubUUa ta to mlttimim the avtent to whidi 
PsdsraJ procrame oootiibttts to ths unnsoeaaary and irrawaraible 
ooavtfvion of farmland to nonagricultural uosa, end to aacurs that 
PsdsraJ Dcocrame are administer In a wannsr that, to lbs sxtsst 
practicabU. will bs ooa i pstibls with Stats, unit of loeai sowerruneni, 
and private proeramaaiM polkieo to protsci fnmikuML 
(c) Ae UMO In Ihlo subUtJs— 

(11 tbs term *• farmland**' indudsa all lend deftned aa foUowa: 

(A) prime ftnnland is land that has tbs best 
of phyaical and ebemiesj cbaractsrfatioa lor produ<:ing food, 
feed, fiber, forage. oUaesd, and other acrkulturaJ ciwpi iritb 


withoul fatolerable eoU ertwUw. as detomiasd by the Seers* 
lary. Prime ranniend Lndudse land thnt po s Be aas s tbs shor e 
characiorfatloi but la beintr ueed ourreatly to pmduos Uvs* 
stock and timber. It does not Induds land aliwndy la or 
Mwimi tied to urt>an developoMat or water etersfe; 

(B) unique fansdand ia land other than prime fonmUnd 
that la used for production of e^ci/k high^ue food and 
Aber crops, ae doiemiiaed by lha SeenKarr. It hoe the spednl 
corobinalioo of ooU ouedity, loceUoci, pwwing eeeaoa, end 
molature supply needed to eoonomkalTy produoe e u atal n ed 


ries, fruiu, and vcgeUhles; and 

(C) farmland, other than prime 


or unique famlend, that b 


of atalewide or local imporUnce for Um nroduction of food, 
feed, fiber, forage, or ollaesd crops, *a deUnnined by the 
appropriate SlsLa or unit of local gwveminent 
sgenoea, and that tho Socreiary determines should be con- 

aidered as farmland for the purposes of thUiubllUe; 

(2) the term “Stele*' nweana any « the fifty Sutes, the Diatrict 
of ciolumbia, the Common weal th of Puerto Rjoo, the C^mon* 
weaJlh of the Northern Mariana Ulandi, the Tniat Tot lory of 
the Pacific lalaocla. or any territory or poaaesiiOQ of the Uruted 


the Pacific lalanda, or any territory or poasesiloo of the Uruted 
State*, " . . 

(31 the term “unit of local foyenunent mew the fovemmefit 
of a county, municipality, town, township, village, or other unit 
of geoer^ govemmeot wow the State level, or a oomlu nation of 
uniU of local government acting through an armah^ agency 
under State law or an agreement for the fonaufaUon of regiOfiaJ 
dc VC I opme at policies and plana; . 

( 4 ) the term “Federal progrann" meana 
reaponikbilitiea of a deportment, uency. Independent oomm^ 
aion, or olher unit of t^Federal (Jovernment that ^y**'***^^ 
undertaking, financing, or eaeistlng oonetruetjon or 
(neat projocta: or (B1 acqmring, managing, ordlapoeinjjw rwnu 
land* and facIlitleaT^ Urm “Federal prww 
include oonitrucUon or Improvement projects lh*i on me €n«’ 
Uve dale of thi* iubli lie er* beyond the planning etage and ore in 
eilher vhe active design or oonal ruction ^t^ond . 

161 ihe farm 'Secretary*' mew the SeetwUry of Agwulture. 


raJiMLo<& rcbOTUTiOM roucr 


aDdar whMcUoo <•) efUM neticn. h) 

rw»l>o<li ttwMidM- utHu, u aw>rt,wSrill«i««U 

ieam such edme efTeriii; and smniro that axh Federal 

poweraa»ent« and prjimto pr^ronte and peticim to protect famlond. 

I^itaartmont of Agriculture may evoilable to StaiAiL 
ladlriduAle, enpHiwatierM. eSlrih^ilS 
InAwToatioo useful In reotoring, tnain* 
taining^andlmprtnrtofflhequandtyimdqaalitycffajTnl^ 

&G9TOM rouora jLKn rwx^Dvnxa 

te. 15U. (a) Each deperime^k agency. Iside-pandeAi commisakHi. 
orother unit of the Federal Govemmiml. with the emwUnce of Uw 


applicable m It to deten&xne whether any prwriskHi iSr^^S 
prwrant stach unit of the Federal C<mrtUtteni from taking appropri- 
ata Bctkm to comply fiilJy with the prowkiona of this subtitle. 

(b) Boch dopariment, agency, Independent eocDfii.i«rioa, or other 
unit of the Federal Goewrameiit, with the wssistaAce of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, shall, ee opprepriota. develop propooafa for 
ectioQ to bring lU pragrami authorilMis. and edninfatratly* acUvi- 
tlee Into oonformity with the purpose and policy of this subtitl^ 

TfBCKmcAJL AwrraKce 

Sac. 1643. Hm Secretory b eooouraged to prerrido leehnkol 
anee to any State or unit of keel gtmrromertt. or any nonprofit 
orgonlnUon, ea determined by the Seoretery. that desire* to develop 
prtigraiiia or pollcieo to limit Um ccravorrimi m gvtductive fanmlojod to 
DOeuagricul lurid uesa 

rwauuo) acsouBcs DryooMAticw 

Sac. 1644. (e) The Secretory* through eristlng ngonciea or Inter- 
agvncy grouA and In ooeperation «nth the cooporative arteimioo 
eerrioea of Iho SUtea. riioli deoign end impfawMiit edocationel prw* 
groras and tnaUriak empheabm the traportervee of produettvo 
rarmiond to the Nation'* weU-hring and dirtnbuU educaUeoal amte- 
riak through oommuajeabona Budia. echo<^ groups, and other 
Federwl Bgeneika. 

(bl The Secretory sKoU dssfigpote one or more famlend infonsn- 
tion cewiert to serve u osetrd d op os itoriai and di^ribution petnia 
for Infonoatiosi on farmland fawea. poliefaa. program^ tecImtcaJ 
prineiplM, and InnoeatlTe ecUone v prop»eda by local and State 
gowwrameiita 

OSANTS; imwmacira 

Boc. 1546. The Secretary mey carry owt the purpose* of thJe 
subtitle, with wxfaUivg facilltfaa and fitf»da otherwwa avaJabK 
thrw««h the use of granfa oontracta. or such other means ea the 
SecrotaiydeeiBaeppropTiAte. 

aaFowT 

te. 1646. Within one year aAer the eneeUx^t of ^ia 
Secretary oif Apiculture shall report to the Committ« on Agric^ 
htriTHaWenT^ Fonotra of the SomIw ta 

Agrlcttltureef IheHouoeofRepmraUUraeoolbe prog rtesm a^ In 

tiMDlnmintliai the pr wvtsfa oe of ibto osbtrtla ftsch report eboU 

33^&««faa£“ — ^ 

Of atbostt oe uwrr snow 

Bn. 1M7. W Thl, .nWtJ. *«» •^SJSSSSSSJISdllJlll bSXw 

wentinany waytoreatUrtetbewof^y^^^Jo®^ * 

la any way ^ uSTaobUtle 

ruammmi 


n rf aLf TVtl peril 
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;604.03 Soil Survey Interpretations 

SOIL SURVEY INTERPRETATIONS 


60.':. 03 


;a.) Land capability classification. 

(a) Capability classes and subclasses sho.w, in a general way, the 
suitability of soils for most kinds of field crops. The soils are classed 
iccording to their limitations when they are used for field crops, the risk 
)f damage when they are used, and the way they respond to treatment. The 
jrouping does not take into account major and generally expensive 
Land-forming that would change slope, depth, or other characteristics of the 
soils; it does not take in consideration possible but unlikely major 
reclamation projects; and it does not apply to rice, cranberries, 
lorticultural crops, or other crops that require special management. 

Zapability classification is not a substitute for interpretations designed to 
show suitability and limitations of groups of soils for rangeland, for forest 
trees, or for engineering purposes. 


(b) In the capability system, all kinds of soils are grouped at three 
levels: capability class, subclass, and unit. The capability classes and 
subclasses are defined in the following paragraphs. A soil survey area may 
not have soils of all classes. 


(c) Capability classes, the broadest groups, are designated by Roman 
numerals I through VIII. The numerals indicate progressively greater 
limitations and narrower choices for practical use. The classes are defined 
as follows: 


(1) Class I soils have few limitations that restrict their use. 


(2) Class II soils have moderate limitations that reduce the 
choice of plants or that require moderate conservation practices. 


(3) Class III soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice 
of plants or that require special conservation practices, or bot - 

(4) Class IV soils have very severe limitations that reduce the 
choice of plants or that require very careful management, or both. 


(5) Class V soils are not likely to erode but have other 
limitations, impractical to remove, that limit their use. 

(6) Class VI soils have severe limitations that make them 
generally unsuiteible for cultivation, 

(7) Class VII soils have very severe lieitatioas that eake then, 

unsuitable for cultivation, 

(8) Class. VIII soils and 
preclude their use for commercial crop pro 
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(d) Capability subclasses are soil groups within one class; they are 
designated by adding a small letter e, w, s, or c to the class numeral for 
example He. The letter a means that the main limitation is risk of erosion 
unless close-growing plant cover is maintained; w means that water in or on ' 
the soil interferes with plant growth or cultivation (in some soils the 
wetness can be partly corrected by artificial drainage) ; s means that the 
soil 13 limited mainly because of inherent soil properties; and c used in 
only some parts of the United States, means that the chief limitations is 
climate that is too cold or too dry. Class I has no subclasses because the 
soils of this class have few limitations. Class V contains only the 
subclasses indicated by w, s, or c because the soils in class V are subiect 
to little or no erosion, though they have other limitations that restricr 
heir use to pasture, rangeland, forest land, wildlife habitat, or 
recreation. ' ^ 


(B) Soil productivity. 

(a) Besides their direct use by farmers and others, predicted vieldc 

o* crops, 

concept! if i's"tL'"cI^c2y'otTSl T" 

sequence ot plants under a physlcallf defined sf ® spoolfled plant or 
It is measured in terms of inDut«! ^ ^ management practices, 

outputs or yields. / P^^f^ction factors in relation to 

of the soil. All the chemical ,^physicar^Ld\iolo^r*^l"^ inherent quality 
soil, together with the associatL^r-i?™ f biological properties of a 
management inputs of labor and determine its response to 

locally grcwn cfpa, ySfa predict, tor 
high-level management^ Dltterencea irfeld^ f achieve under speolflad 
soils provide a measure ot o^^^faofaliflhfs^fr 

(C) Soil-potential ratings. 

qualiVof^rLir^compLeriuh other^r^r if'^icate the relative 
crop, considered are preScSd yieJds tL ^ P^^ticular 

technology to minimize the effecrof L ^nn ^ f aPPlying modern 

effects of continuing limitations If an limitation, and the adverse 
environmental values. ' social, economic or 
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(b) The classes developed for soil-potential ratings are based on a 
soil-potential index developed for each soil. The soil-potential index (SPI ) 
is a numerical rating of a soil's relative suitability or quality for a 
specified crop or use. The SPI can be expressed by the equation: 

SPI = P - (CM + CL) 

where P = index of performance or yield as a locally established 
standard. 

CM = index of costs of corrective measures to overcome or 
minimize the effects of soil limitations. 

CL = index of costs resulting from continuing limitations. 

Soil potentials are developed by SCS personnel for various land uses or 
individual crops. 
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S604.04 Computer-Assisted Checks for Coordination of Prime Farmland, 
Capability Classification, and Productivity Ratings 


Computer-Assisted Checks for Coordination of Prime 
Farmland, Capability Classification, and Productivity Ratings 

Background 

Farmland criteria have been programmed to produce tables that should help states 
and national technical centers coordinate soil map units that qualify as prime 
farmland, evaluate placement of soil map units into the Land Capability 
Classification System, and develop productivity ratings. 

Many of the same soil and environmental characteristics that are prime farmland 
criteria are used to place soils into the Land Capability Classification system 
and also influence soil productivity ratings. The prime farmland criteria are 
used as the basis for the farmland criteria table. 

For coordination purposes, it is useful to look at all the soils within a Major 
Land Resource Area (MLRA) . MLRA's should have rather uniform geomorphology, 
climate, water resources, natural vegetation, and land uses. Thus, many 
environmental differences are suppressed and differences among soils become more 
apparent. 

The computer can automatically produce farmland criteria tables of all the soils 
within an MLRA, Tables can also be prepared for counties, but a list of series 
names used in the county must accompany the request. 

Data Needed on MLRA or County 

For evaluation of the soils within an MLRA or county, certain environmental 
information must be gathered on that MLRA or county: 

1. Select an "indicator crop" that represents the single most common cultivated 
crop in the MLRA or county. If two crops are of equal importance, the crop that 
is judged to be most indicative of the productivity of the soil is selected. If 
the crop selected does not adequately represent the MLRA or county because it is 
not commonly grown on enough of the soils, then a second crop may be selected. 
Currently, however, an additional set of tables must be ordered, with the second 
crop given as an indicator crop, 

2. Determine the minimum available water capacity (AWC) within 40 inches needed 
to produce the nonirrigated indicator crop in 7 or more years out of I®, This 
value depends on the rainfall amount and distribution during the year, Lhe 
amount of evapo transpiration, and the crop (its water consumption and depth of 
moisture extraction). 

3 In areas with soil moisture regimes drier than ucic, determine the minimum 
AWC within 40 inches required to produce good yields of irrigated crops. This 
value takes into account irrigation efficiency, common irrigation practices, and 
availability of irrigation water. 
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4. Determine the temperature regime most representative of the MLRA or county 
e p.., hyperthermic, thermic, raesic, frigid, cryic, or their "iso" equivalents.’ 

5. Determine the dominant moisture regime of the soils in the MLRA or county, 
ti.f;., udic, ustic, xeric, aridic, torric. 

^ factor (wind velocity-soil surface moisture) used in the wind 
<n jin on equation. A range in C factors is commonly needed for each MLRA. 

m’RA^or''cou^ty? quality and quantity available for irrigation in this 

Ail of these environmental data are listed in the headnote of the table. 


Evaluating Soils for Prime Farmland 

Each soil in an MLRA or county is evaluated on the basis of certain soil 

environmental data from the MLRA or county. 

iT computer to the prime farmland criteria printed in 

Je January 31, 1978. The results of the computer evaluation 

he Us? of compared with 

me list of primerfarmland map units and the differences resolved. 

Evaluating Placement of Soils into the Capability 
Classification System 

Im listerfi«t''!nJ%J^''^®-^® printed so that soils in land capability class I 

improving the placement 

I soils into a capability class and subclass. 


Productivity Ratings 


The yields of indicator crop and the crop yield index are 
rating of soils into productivity classes. 


useful in checking 


the 


Evaluation Procedure 


The explanation of the general procedure for 
the farmland criteria table follows: 


producing 


of each major column of 


■ % . L4?!u 1 . Soil Series and Class-Determining Phase 

being"vai::tS"^:d u:trf??^:a^r:r?h:se':ouf u'cfr^ 'r 

ph.Hse criteria that appear in the "Capability and Yields"Tloc? of'??e“Jus-5 , 
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b. For counties, a list of the series used in the countv .c u ^ 

Eventually, the Form SCS-SS-6 (or a magnetic tape with this infiri i be 

used to select the soil phase (card type E) and th#> -'tion) wiH 

1 Will be determined tri card\ype of appr;v:;'‘m=p!u’“j\":r - colaamxx 

Column 2 . Land Capability Class and Subclass 


This^is printed directly from SOILS-5 data for nonirrigated (NIR) 


and irrigate*^ 


Column 3 . Indicator Crop Yield, Units/Acre 

The indicator crop is given for each MLRA or county, 
units/acre (usually bushels) for MIR and IRR soils. 

Column 4 . Indicator Crop Yield, Index 


The yield is given in 


The yield index is the yield of the soil phase divided by the highest yeild 
the polulation (MLRA or county) multiplied by 100. 

Column 5. AWC within 40 inches 


This range in AWC is calculated from SOILS-5 data to a depth of 40 inches or to 
a limiting layer, whichever is shallower. The mean of this range is compared to 
the minimum AWC needed to produce the indicator crop for the MLRA or county , 7 

years out of 10. 

If the AWC of the soil exceeds this minimum and the moisture regime of the MIxRA 
or county is acquic, udic, ustic, or xeric, the soil qualifies as prime farmla.n.d 
(other criteria being met). 

In xeric or ustic moisture regimes, if the AWC is less than the minimum required 
for nonirrigated crops (but more than the minimum required for good yields of 
irrigated crops), the soil qualifies as prime farmland where irrigated (other 
criteria being met). 

In aridic or torric moisture regimes, if the AWC is more than the minimum 
required for irrigated crops, the soil qualifies as prime farmland where 
irrigated (other criteria being met). 

Column 6 . pH within 40 inches 

The range in pH is listed for the 40-inch depth or to a limiting layer, 
whichever is shallower. This range must be within 4.5 and 8.4 for the soil to 
qualify as prime farmland. 

Column 7 . Salinity within 40 inches 

The soil qualifies for prime farmland (other criteria being met) if the salirif ty 
within 40 inches is less than 4 mmhos/cm. 
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C ftlumn 8 . Sodic (yes or no) 

Thp computer scans the classification and critical phase criteria 

Sue ralkali great gtoupa or phaaas and entera a Y for yas or an K £ot no. 

The aoll qualifies as prime farmland (other criteria being met) if not sodic. 


iJ<)lufoii 9* Depth to pan or rock 


The depth in inches to cemented pan or bedrock is listed, 
useful but is not a prime farmland criterion except as it 


This information is 
influcences AWC. 


Column 10. Depth to water table 


The depth in feet to seasonal high water table is listed, 
useful but is not a prime farmland criterion except as it 
characteristics. 


The information is 
influences wetness 


Column 11 . Wet (yes or no) 

The Y for yes or N for no is derived from the classification of the soil. The 
soil is considered wet (Y) if it (1) is in an aquic suborder or (2) is a 
Histosol (Folist excluded) or an Alboll. 

If not wet (N), the soil qualifies as prime farmland (other criteria being met 
If wet (Y) and in capability class I, II, III, or IV, the soil qualifies as 
prime farmland where drained (other criteria being met). If wet (^ and in 
capability class V, VI, VII, or VIII, the soil would not be prime farmland. 

Column 12 . Flood frequency 

The flooding frequency is listed in this column from the date contained in the 
'’class“determining phase” column of this table (column 1) or the flooding 
frequency” field in the Estimated Soil Properties block of SOILS-5. If the 
frequency is FREQ (frequent), the soil is not prime farmland. All other entri 
(NONE, RARE, OCCAS) qualify the soil for prime farmland (other criteria being 
mot) . 


Co lumn 13 . Water erosion ”K” 

The K factor is listed in this column as information. It is used in calculat: 
the value in column 14. 

Co lumn 14 . Water erosion "2 - K" 

This figure is the maximum slope that qualifies as prime farmland. It is . 
derived from the criterion that K (soil erodibility factor) x slope 
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is less thaa 2. The computer program compares this number with the mean of the 
slope in column 1. If the slope percentage in this column is equal to or 
greater than the mean of the slope percentage in column 1, then the soil 
qualifies as prime farmland (other criteria being met). 

Column 15 . Wind erosion "60 - I" 

This is the "C" (wind velocity-soil moisture) factor, expressed as a decimal 
number used in the wind erosion equation. It is derived from the criterion 
that CXI (soil erodibility) does not exceed 60. Thus 60 -I is the C factor 
above which the soil has a wind erosion problem. The computer program compares 
this number with the C factor (or the mean of the range) given for the county or 
MLRA. If the value in column 15 is equal to or greater than the C for the 
county or MLRA, the soil qualifies as prime farmland (other criteria being met) . 
If a range is given for the county or MLRA and the value in column 15 falls 
within that range, "SOME NO" will be printed in the Prime Farmland column. 


Column 16 . Permeability, slowest within 20 inches 

The computer program enters the slowest permeability within 20 inches. If this 
value is equal to or greater than 0.06 inch/hour, the soil qualifies as prime 
farmland (other criteria being met) in all temperature regimes except thermic 
and hyperthermic. The computer program uses the , temperature regime given for 
the county or MLRA listed in the headnote. In thermic and hyperthermic 

temperature regimes, permeability is not a criterion an t ® ® . state 

permeability 0.06 are prime farmland (other criteria being met) unless the state 

?oLervationi3t makes a local ekceptioo. Soils "'"-‘"I tv 

ccitetia in thermic and hyperthermic temperature regimes having per^abitn. ty 

of 0.06 inch/hour are marked with an asterisk ih this ^<*1 ■ I unless 

states that permeability is not a criterion in this temperature regime unless 
the state conservationist makes a local deviation.] 

Column 17 . Fraction 3 inches in surface (volume^) 

. 1 1 a. j £ QnTT'^-s data The conversion is made from a 

This value is calculated from the SOlLb o aaca. 

weight basis to a volume basis. 


%'>3 in. by vol =[ 


1..5°D3 in. wt 


1 100 


2.7 (100 - % >3 in. wt + 1 .515, 

where; 1.5 is the assumed bulk density of the ^ f raements^^*" 

2.7 is the assumed bulk density of the coarse fragments 

It the mean of the rahgd in this column 1= “““ 

qualifies as prime farmland (other criteri g 


Column 18 . Prime farmland 

This is the computer approximation based on the criter' 


discussed above. 
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The kinds of entry are; 

Wc farmlaod 

t e soil qualifies as prine farmland 

“i<iic 

available water capacity (AW'C) in th« farmland except the ' 

lower than the AWC reauiro^i ^ ^ '^per 40 inches of soil is 

dependable and of adequate quaU?yf ’^^ter supply that is 

The soil is Prime^LSaafonl^wSL^draiJlS*"^ cii«acteristics . 
'ofprL fa'nnla'iJ Lilli of L ^^e^L'-'c^lact". 


Ordering Farmland -Criteria Table 

T1i 6 pnm0 ^33miicLnci”*cr*i t 1* ;a -H-iKi ♦ 

to SCS ^rris -terminal users. A^able^n directly accessible 

^ ^ouaty^an infuc iis"t ® countror 

entered. Por an SlRA^JIbla^ SOIlS-5 

aame type of input list or can search Jk ^ Program can use the 

for the desired hUU. A table us^fan lookia^ 

between $5 and $10. A table soils will cost 

MUU number will cost over $100. * search of the entire file for an 

Job Control Lain> itJo... 

/ jSaccountkey 
/" JOBPAKhhl 5 T.rNESs 999 .CCPIESsl 

Jr- oir Le ? V“" 

//MARy.SYSINUDDy* 

S^L'ca^r^,. «• ‘=™'W=ccunty or area oa.o 

Ni'n AWC FOR *“' “ "oalrrisatrd crop , 

TEHPERATURE=teriDpif water is available. ' ' *'■ “• 

« 0 tSTin?F-J^ • ^ regime 

c 

IRR WATSR=VEs or no’ ^ single value or a range 

IMPUT=:SEhIZS NAhES or SOriS -5 VUMBPS«; f • i ^ 

VC owiio a NUMBERS (optional for hLRA table] ‘ 

The Use of series aomes or SOas-5 au.bors U pec io here. 

/ / 


n 
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vhcre : 
ss 


FIPS two character alphabetic abbreviation of the 
location of the terminal 


account// 
use rname 
account key 


i\n 


Blank space 

Account nuinber assigned to your automated- data processing (ADP) 

coordinator 

User's last* nanic 

Seven-character password assigned to your ADP 
coordinator 


Two-digit remote number of the locations you want to 
TWO digit enclosed Location Abbreviation 

receive output tsee ein.iuav',. - 


Codes ) 


The input to this program needs to be exactly as in the preceding job 
control. Any omissions or misspellings will cause an error message and 
stop the program. The following is an example of job control for a 
table for MLRA 78, 


//SCSssPRlilidOliHaci-ount// .uaernaino 

/ ■■■ K E Y (Vrf a c; r o u n t 'x e y 

/•.■■jO 8 PAKMhi^l.lMES= 9 <J 0 ,C 0 Pl[i:S=l „ecT- RMTS? ) 

/ •■’OLTPUT lihTAB 1. , P0Ri1S= 1 00 I .OVtL^OI'i' ,0EST- (RMTSS , • 

/ /JCRPKCC'jSDbSi,l)SM=ll . L):}6 16 . I Mi'EKP . I'KOCS ,D1SP=SHK 

/ / FAHMlAiCl'IEC'^ PK I MLAND 

//MARY.SYSlNSinOV^'- 

HL 1 <A =78 


CROP -WHEAT 
HIN AWC POR NIRl<=6 
HIN AWC FOR 1R1<=3.5 
TERMPKRATURE=TllEKii I C 
MOISTURE=USTIC 
C FACTOR=0.3-0. 7 * 

I HR WATER=YES 


// 


The following is an 


example of job control for a table 


for a county: 


//SCSssPRIiiJOU'iiaccount'/', username 
•/••'KEYlibaccountRey 
/*JOr)PARM^^^!iL[NES=999 ,COP 1F,S= I 

/■■■•■OUTP'JT’^ '4T AB L , : 0KMS= 1 00 I , OV F L=0FF , DV:ST= (RMT37 

//J0BPR0Cyi0D'4DSN=H,U36lG .INTERP.PR0CS,DIS?=SHR 
/ / FARMbEXEC'APR IMLAMD 
//MARY. SYS 

C0U>(TY=JAC:<30N COUMTY , FLORIDA 
CR0P=C0RK 

niM .AWC FOR RIRR=4 


aMT35,RhT43) 
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MIN AWC KOU lt<l<=2.3 
TKMI'lJl<ATUKK=HKKmC 
MO!.ST(IKK=lJDIC 
i: ^'AC’l'OK=.()') 

IHH W.vrKH=YK!? 

ltll‘lJT=.SKUIi;ii NAMKS 

AIJ\I>IIA 

ALBANY 

AI'ALACJIKK 

hkthkha 

// 
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§60A.05 Computer Printout 


Table I 


rARKCANO CRiTCRIA AMAMQCO BY lANO CAPABtLIU Ct.*SS AhO SUBCtASS FOA BCKALB CtUm« ILLlROtS 


iTur iMfliCATOA CROP I S 4< IHC KINIPUM AVC UCCDCO FOR ROHl RR IO A UO CROPS \% M THC TCMPCRAIURC RC6IHC IS RCSICI ImC M0|SfO«t 
.p«T-r It Mftifi THF -C- FACTOR IS .051 IRRiOAUOli yATCR tS HOI AVAItARLt. A • UA*OCR A OAlA |ICB iKDICATtS IHC PAOPtRIt t«At CAUSCO 

RLOlnt I* uwivi I nfc *. »r rftiiiMMi 


“{'“li'TjTc’HiliMliic. i'l Mi »PPC.« IM «««C tB*H ».« CW.UNH. 


SOIL SCRICS ANQ 
CLASS DCTCRNININB 
PHASC 


I 


I 


BATAVIA* HOOCRATCLY UCf* 
0-2S 

1 I 1 
! 1 

1 t 

r isBi 

t 1 
\ 1 

9ATAVtA« yCUL &RAINC0* 4-21! 1 1 

11441 

t 1 

BOVd* 0-2T 

1 1 

1 

1 Mil 

1 1 

CATL1N* HOOCRATCLY UCT* 
0-21 

1 1 

1 

f 

1 1941 
! 1 
\ 1 

CATLIN* VCLL ORAINCD* 4-21 

1 1 

1 

1 1941 

1 1 

CLBURN* 4-24 

It 

1 

1 1411 
] 1 

CL8URN* BRAVCLLY 
SUSSTRATUHi 4-21 

It 

I 

1 

t 140 1 

1 1 

1 r 

FLANAOAN* 0-21 

1 ) 

1 

1 1421 

1 I 

LISBON* Q-2S 

1 1 

1 

1 1991 

I 1 

NUSCATINC* 4-22 

1 1 

1 

lull 

1 1 1 

HUSCATtNC* SANOr 
SUBSTRATUM* 0-21 

1 1 

1 

1 1261 

1 1 

1 1 

PLANO* MOOCRAICLt NC I « l-MIl 1 

1 1911 

1 1 

PLANO* UCLL OAAINCD* 0-21 

r t 

1 

1 191 1 

1 1 

PROCTOR* HOOCAATCLT UCT* 

r t 

1 MAI 


I 

} SSI 
I t 
I I 
I 

1 I 

1 «TI 
I I 
I 1SI 



TlANO IIHOTCATOR YICLOI t ISAL- ISI III 

itktf i I AUC I BH TIHtTYlOl OCPIK TO IWIFLOOOI 

|CtASSlUNTls7“T I WITHIMI WtfHiNMB IHlOl ItffRtO l _ ^ 

LI SuaL *CRC 1 lilDLi.l IHhmofmjpan/ I tfATCR Ml l.Milta 

1 H** “ 

I I I I 1 < 

|7.A<'B.AI9.t*‘I*Sl • 

I I t 

I I t 

l7.R-«.Al5*l-KSt - 
t I > 

tr,S-B.Al5«t*I.St - 
1 I 1 

1 I.A^B.AlS* l-T.SI - 
I I I 

I I I 

17.5*‘Bt319.l«T*3l • 

I I i 

|7«r-B»AlS*A-L.SI 
I 1 I 

1 f.9-B*Sl9>4->7.SI 
I I I 

I I t 

17.2-B.n9.l“T.3l 
I t I 

IB. l-7.Al5*»-f*Sl 
I I ‘ 

I T.B-B.BIS* 1*T»ST 
I I I 

I ?,7«B.SIS* I -Nil 
1 T I 

1 1 » 

I AtB.t-7.S1 
I I > 

I T.B-B*a19.B-T*SI 
I I ' 

IB.S*I.9I5»B-7*SI 

1 I » 

I I * 


IP<«M I I 

CROSIOM ISLOV-IFRIC I PRtRC 

tCSl l>S INI mirland 


^LVINOIU/IN ISUtF I 


I 

I 

»SI 

I 

I 

SSI 

I 

f 

toot 

I 

OBI 


IMI 
I 1 
INI 
I \ 
1 I 
INI 
I I 
Ml 
1 I 
INI 
I I 
I 1 
INI 
I 


II I I I I I 

tNINONC I.Stt B*4U*7Stl.B t 
t I 1 

t I 1 

B.4li.2St|.B I 
I I f 

4. 41). 2910. B I 
I I 


I 


1 


I Btl 


I 


I 


I 74! 
I I 
I I 
I SSI 
I I 
I SSI 
j 


It It 

It II 

ININONC 1.421 

II I .1 
ININONC 1.421 

II II 

>B0 1 S.9-B.OININONC 1.421 4.411.2910.4 
I It till 

I II lilt 

740 I >4.0 ININONC 1.421 4*411.2910.4 

t II till 

>40 1 1.0«S«OtHlNONC 1.211 7»)lt.29tt.4 

I 

>44 I t«0-4«4INlNONC t.2lt 7. tit. 2511.4 
I II I t I I 

t II I I I I 

>40 I t *0*S.QINtNONC t.2ll I. III. 2914.4 
1 It lilt 

INI >40 n,0-S.4INIMPNC 1.211 l»Ml.29tl.4 
It I It I I I I 

INI >44 t2.0-A .OININONC l.24t 7. III. 9010. 4 
II I It I I I I 

INt >44 I 2.0-9.4tNlH4NC 1.211 7.llt.29ll»4 
I II I ! I I 

I II lilt 


I 4SI 


1 


I 


I 


1 


I t 
I I 
I Nl 
t I 
INt 
I t 
I Nl 
I I 
I I 


>40 |i.4-4.0ININ0NC 1.421 fc.4tl.29ll.4 


>44 


I >4.0 

I 


t 

ININONC 
I t 


I 

421 4.4lt.29t4«4 
I 


PROCTOR* WCLL OAAINCD* 0- 

1 1 
2111 1 

\ 1 

1 MAI 

1 ISI 

4 1 

14. S-i. 919.4-7.41 

1 1 * 

- 

INI 
t 1 

>4B 

AUSK* 1-21 

1 1 
tl 1 

1 1 
11291 

1 • 

1 7TI 

1 7.9-6.419. 1*1.31 

Y 1 

• 

INt 

1 I 

>40 

saybroor* mddcratcly VCTi 
4-11 

1 1 

1 1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 14St 

1 1 

! 441 

1 1 

1 7.2-i.4l9.4-B.4l 

* ' ! 

1 1 ^ 

• 

INI 
} 1 

1 1 

>4 0 

SAYBROOK* WCLL ORAINCO* 
4-21 

1 1 

1 1 f 

1 1 

1 1 
t 13SI 

1 1 

1 44! 

1 1 

1 { 

17.2-B.4l9.4-i.Al 

1 1 » 

1 1 ^ 

■ 

IN! 
t I 

1 1 

>4 0 

JlfAVIA* HOOCRATCLY WCT* 
2-M 

! 1 
toe } 

1 1 

1 1471 

1 t 

1 A91 

1 1 

IT. A-B.A 19*1-7.31 

1 1 ' 

1 ^ 1 

” 

INI 

1 1 

1 t 

>4 0 

BATAVIA* UfLL ORAINCO* 2< 

1 1 
>91t 2C 1 

1 1 

1 lS7t 

1 191 

1 7. A-B* Al 9. 1-1.3! 

! 1 * 

*■ 

INI 

1 1 

>40 

BOMfSt 2-91 

1 1 

1 2c r 

1 1 

1 lAOt 

1 1 

1 641' 

1 7.9-4,119.1-7.41 

1 1 t 

- 

INI 

1 1 

>4 0 


>4*4 


IHtNONC 
I 


ININONC 1.371 9«ilt.l7ll*4 


t t 


I 


I 


>40 1 2.9-4.0ININONC 1*421 4.311.1914.4 

, II • ' 1 ! 

I i I I I I I 

I 4*411. 29lt-.4 


II 1111 

II till 
ININONC 1.421 4,411.2914.4 
It * * ’ ! 

t I It ' ' 

ININONC 1*411 4.4lt*29l0.4 

II ' * ! 

II I I ' * 

ININONC 1*411 4.4jl*2llt-fc 

IkInODI !.>»• 

11)11 I ' 


. 1 . 

MtS 

I 

I 

(TCI 

I 

lies 


I 

I lies 

t 

4 lies 
I 

4 lies 
I 
I 

4 ties 
I 

0 ties 

t 

4 lies 

I 

1 lies 


ties 

I 

MCI 
I 

lies 

I 

I 

lies 

I 

tics 

I 

I fCI 
I 

I I lies 

J I 
1 I 
I I ITCS 


ltd 

I 

ITCS 
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the land rating system is national in scope, lechnicallv 
defensible decisions can be made bcallv 


Farmland Protecrion: 

Knowing What to Protect 

By Steve Aradas, Ron Darden. Sue Pfluger. Lloyd 
Wright, and Warren Zitzmann 

Farmland has gained a strong advocate; the tederal 
government. The Farmland Protection Policy Act, passed 
last December, changes an old federal tendency to push 
for conversion ol agricultural land. The law also en- 
courages local and state governments to help save this 
valuable resource. 

Criteria for guiding federal actions and for obtaining 
voiuntar\ state and local involvement are expected to be 
issued this summer. 

.As part of the ‘ nal federal farmland protection pro- 
gram, theU.S. Sou Conservation Service, in cooperation 
with the stales and local communities, has developed a 
system called Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment (LESA), Local governments can use LESA to 
determine which lands should be set aside for 
agriculture — and how to rate a specific site to justify reten- 
tion of an agricultural use. LESA can also be used to: 

• Decide the minimum parcel size for subdivision in 
farm areas: 

• Plan sewer, water, and transportation projects; and 

• Develop guidelines for conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural uses. 

LESA is divided into two parts. In the first, farmland is 
evaluated for quality. In the second, particular sites are 
assessed for their economic and social viability as 
farmland. The Soil Conservation Service has developed 
computer programs that will help with land evaluation; 
local planning agencies should do the site assessments. 

Evaluating farmland 

To evaluate the land . several elements must be assessed; 
(and capability, soil productivity, soil potential, and the 
factors that determine "important farmland." An SCS 
computer program includes these criteria. Thus, although 


Steve Aradas is the planning director of McHenry Coun- 
ty, Illinois. Ron Darden is the chief of the land manage- 
ment section in the Division of Natural Resources. Illinois 
Department of Agriculture. Sue Pfiuger is the planning 
director of DeKaib County, Illinois, Lloyd Wright is a 
land-use planner, For the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. 
Warren Zitzmann, AlCP, is a community planning officer 
for SCS. A shorter version of this article appears in the July 
issue of Planning. 


The first step in evaluation under this scheme is to 
choose which category the land fits in; cropland, forest 
land, or rangeland. The soils are then classified, dependine 
on how they tit these rating «vstems: 

♦ land capability classification A L'.S Department or 
Agriculture tUSDA) syslenn of classitving soils ac- 
cording to their potential for field crops or pasture, 
Seven classes and four subclasses indicate the limita- 
tions of each type of soil This system is the most 
widely used land-rating scheme ir^ farmland 
protection. 

* Important farmland .A L'5D.A rating sysiem thar 
places land in one or to jr kiroups: pr;ne rarmiand 
unique farmland, land or statewide importance, and 
land of local importance 

♦ Soil productivity. A method or rating soil according 
to expected crop yields under specified management 
practices. 

• Soil potential. An alternative to the soil productiv- 
ity method. It indicates the relative quality of a soil 
for a particular use compared with other soils in a 
given locale. 

Here's where local responsibility comes into play The 
local rating system should use only three of the four na- 
tional criteria; land capability, important farmland, and 
either soil productivity or soil potential. In locales where 
soil potentials have been determined, this informal ion is 
preferable. 

Based on information from the Soil Conservation Ser- 
vice computer printouts and from soils reports, the soils 
in a given area are ranked into approximately 10 
agricultural groups, depending on what is considered poor 
or good in a particular locale. Each group should include 
six to 15 percent of the land in each locale 

Next, the relative value of each agricultural group mus i 
be determined. Soils with the highest yields and the fewest 
limitatiions will have the highest relative value as farmland . 

Relative value is calculated by adjusting the average 
yield of each group, based on the soil limitations in the 
land capability classification. The first group with the 
highest adjusted yield always takes a relative value of XOO. 

The adjusted yield for the first group then is divided into 
the lower groups to develop a relal i ve value for all groups . 
In many cases, the lowest one or two groups will have no 
relative value whatsoever. 

Site assessments 

Having rated farmland values, the planning agency 
must be prepared to apply these values to sites that are pro- 
posed for conversion to nonagricultural uses. Here, the 
second part of LESA applies. 


Copyright 1982 by the American Planning Association, All rights reserved. 
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assessment system is designed to protect 
larmland that is located within an economically viable 
agricultural area and has the greatest potential for con- 
tinuing production. Several factors can be considered: 

• Land use. including the percentage of land used for com- 
mercial farming within a given number of miles; percen- 
tage of the site commercially farmed in two of the last 
10 years: and land uses adjacent to the site* 

• ^riculiural viability, including the size of the farm, in- 
frastructure. land ownership, on-site investment (bams, 
tor example!, and the possible impact of conversion on 
other farmland: 

• Land-use regulations and tax incentives, including 
zoning on the site and around it and the existence of 
agricultural districts: 

• Alternative locations tor the proposed use. including 
avatfabihiy of less productive lands that could be 
substituted: 

• The compatibility ol the proposed use; that is 
whether it will create flooding problems or have aii 
impact on wetlands, historic areas, open space, 
culture, or unique vegetation; 

• Compabiliiy oi the conversion with comprehensive 
development plans 

• Lrbdn inlmslruciure, includmg the distance to an ur- 

j the distance to water and sewer systems* 
and the distar.ce to iobs, schools, and shopping. 

All appropriate factors are then broken down into in- 
tervals that indicate all the possible traits that any site may 
display. Each interval Is assigned a point value. As the site 
comes under scrutiny, its traits are rated for each local fac- 
tor for local standard). See Table 1 

by th« factor's weight 
and Dialed for all factors. The result is a measure that in- 
dicates the site s relative importance within the commu- 
nity 5 overall land-use and farmland goals. 

Last, the site assessment figure is combined with the 
relative value derived from the land evaluation. The sum 
IS then compared to locally predetermined ranges that are 
designed to indicate when a site should be saved for 
agriculture or converted. 

LESA's pilot programs 

LESA has been tested. To avoid costly mistakes, the Soil 
Conservation SeiYice set up a pilot program In 12 coun- 
es In six states In each county, an SCS district conser- 
vationist teamed up with the countv planner to devise an 
appropriate assessment. (The examples in Tables I and 2 
reflect the experience of one of those pilot programs- 
McHenry County, Illinois. ) At this point, local farmland 
^otTCtion groups report that only minor questions must 
be cleared up in each locale before LESA can work 
smoothly. 

l.t«i LVmJTT”" "« ''mnlun PI«inlA,/t«o«<i<.(r 


pa^ uZv for information 

particularly for the stle assessment, the point system jKp 

factors, and the weights of each factor? How f 

station displayed? How precise C itEr 

O the evaluation of the lands productivitv are The s " 
line? ila^ important a role should lot 

Once these questions are settled. LOSA can hclo almoo 
any coinmunily save valuable farmland. 

Using the LESA System 

To assess sites where farmland is being proposed for 
conversion, follow these steps: P™P“5ed tor 

• Determine the average relative value ot the land bv 

• S o"n lo«1 'be LESA svstem, 

in^oAruT ' **'''*‘d*® intormaiion and site 

ns,«ctions, assess the site for each factor shown ,n 
. »"« assessment part of LES.A 'Table 1 ■ 

t«"ho^.t^ ' 2, multiply the value assigned to each lar 

. 2 in thT/dlowKmpl'e'^' •• 

' 

suwofal to get lhe total points for the site. 

A m^imum of 300 points is possible for any site a 
maximum of 100 points for the land evaluahon and 
a maximum of 200 for the site assessment 
In most cases, the site should be protected for 
agncul ure when the points exceed 200. From aero to 

r P rating for 

protection; from 225 to 250 points it a hioii *■ 

for protection., and from 25^10 300 poinK 

very hlgfvrating for protection. 

protect the best farmland located in the most viable areas 
SUe number one 

Consider an example. Suppose a 7S-acre arain farm 
locahd sw miles from a city of 25.000. is propped for 73 
oiw-acre lots. Eighty percent of the area within 1 5 miles 

ulbTn f®*" agriculture. One side of the site is 

urban. Seventy percent of the 7S-acre site is being used for 
wculture. This site and 80 percent of the a^^ wTh^ { 5 
aoned agricultural. 

n "'"bin the area have been 

famlTd; 'bis site will affect the other 

da^cittU fk”' 'bis site is used for 

agricultural infrastructure is strong, but 

C»Wdii^ nei by Ain,n<»li Plm^, Anon.iioA, IJI) E. aOiaSi Ch.r.go 

illi'iS;!! ih"' pubboiioA t, „p„Kj„c.d „ 

wwnllm iKloaing phoimopvini 
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"> McHenry County. sidered a manageable area for analysis and because it 

Illinois, figured out the factors, weights and point „as the boundary’ set bv the state of Illinois for 

values that best ref ected he county s farmland protec- municipal planning. The agency settled on 16 site 

non goals within a l.S-mile radius from the specific site. assessment factors, which it grouped into six categories 

That distance was chosen both because it was con- Table 1 shows those factors and their weights, 

TABLE 1. McHenry county S SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS 

Site assessment factors 

Assigned 

weight 

Point 

value 

Site assessment factors 

Assigned 

weigh! 

Point 

value 

\mii it$e 



Cjirirflftbf/jfb Impact c* uses conij > 



Land in agriculture 

2.1 


Impact on unique historic cultural 



■within 1.5 miles of site’ 



features 

f 


3 or more 


10 

Negative impact 


JO 

-3-50 C'. 


9 

No impact 


C 

23-4'^^r 


3 

Urban and rural infrastructure 



L. ,10 er 25 'f 


0 

Transportation accessibility 

: 3 


Land in agriculture ad|acent to site 

1.3 


Limited access mostly rural 


10 

-C-"' or mort 


10 

township roads 





o 

Access to maior nigh wav 'outside 


- 

. 5c-r4 > 


6 

jurisdiction' \ 



:3..io •- 


3 

Access to maror high wav within 



Lnder IS-' 


0 

lurisdtction' 






Access to full range thus rail, mator 



Percentage of site in agriculture 

1.1 


highway 1 



rs-ioo'-'c 


10 




50-74 



Avaitability of central sewer 

8 


23-49‘"c 


4 

None within 1.5 miles 


10 

Under 25 


0 

Sewer line within 5 mile 


5 




Sewer line within 25 mile 


0 

Zoning 



Agricultural support system service 

.t> 


Land zoned agricultural 

1.8 


Support system present 


10 

f within 1.5 miles of sitci 



Some limitations to system 


D 

90 ‘It or more 


10 

Severe limitations to system 


I 

75-69^0 


9 




50-74‘-« 


6 

Land use feastbilUi/ 



2S-49<^tf 


3 

Soil suitibillty for on-sIte waste disposal 

M 


Under 25 


0 

Restricted use of septic systems 


10 

Availability of zoned land for 

1.3 


Special management required 


7 

proposed use 



Few or no limitations 


0 

land is outside jurisdiction 


10 

Size of site feasible for farming 

4 


None available within jurisdiction 


0 

100 acres or more 


10 




40-09 acres 


9 

Comzroribtffty Impact of uses 



20-39 acres 


5 

Distance from city/ village 

1.7 


5-19 acres 


3 

Over 1,5 miles 


10 

Under 5 acres 


0 

1.3 miles or less 


9 




1 mile or less 


7 

Adopted plans 



.5 mile or less 


3 

Consistency of proposed use with 

2.1 


.25 mile or less 


0 

county land-use plan 



Environmental Impact of proposed use 

! 1.7 


Incompatible with plan 


10 

Negative impact 


10 

Compatible with intent of plan. 



Little or none {with special design or 



but not with plan map 


2 

protective measures) 


5 

Totally compatible 


0 

Little or none 


0 

Consistency with municipal plan 

6 


Compatibility with surrounding area 

1.5 


Inconsistent with plan or parcel 



Not compatible 


10 

is outside jurisdiction 


10 

Somewhat compatible 


3 

Within lurisdiction, but no plan recorded 


5 

Totally compatible 


0 

Consistent with municipal plan 


0 


i 


(310-VI-NLESAH, Jan. 1983) 


604-33 




Part 604 - Exhibits 


604 , 06 


TABLE 2. McHENRY COUhn-Y S POINT SYSTEM FOR ASSESSING FARMLAND CONVERSION 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Site 4»9«»ini»nt factors 

McHenry County^ lUinoi* 



Total max., 

Site no, 1, 


Site no, 2, 
points 
assigned 


Miic, points Assigned 
per factor weight 

points X 
weight 

points 

assigned 

Points X 
wdght 

Points X 
weight 

land ui9 








Tercent of land in agncuiture 

10 

z.v 

21 

0 

18.9 

1 

6.3 

•ivirhjn 1 3 miles! 


J 

iVfceri ot land in agrtculiure 

10 

1.5 

15 

s 

12 


4.5 

adtaceni to site 



•> 

Percent or site in agriculture 

10 

1.1 

11 

7 

77 

7 


Zcnifi^ 








Percent ct land roned 

10 

1.8 

18 

Q 

14 4 



agriculture (withm 1.5 miles! 


0 

3 

5 4 

.Avaiiabihiy of zoned land 

10 

1.3 

13 

10 

13 

3 

3,9 

C.'rFiLMr(fT'/(jv hnract of uses 








Distance from cuy village 

10 

1.7 

17 

10 

10 

10 

17 

17 

13 



environmenfal impact 
C^’mpasibiiitv *>ith 

10 

10 

1.7 

1.5 

17 

15 

0 

4 

0 

0 

rurrounding area 

Impact on historic cultural 

10 

.2 

2 


V 

0 

10 

features 



*• 

0 

0 

It f hen JEld n»rfl/ irtfrastructurgs 








Transportation accessibility 

10 

1.3 

13 

fl 

10 

13 



Availability of central sewer 

10 

3 

0 

0 

Agncultural support system 

10 

.6 

0 

6 

10 

10 

8 

6 

0 

2 

0 

1.2 

land-use /eosiinVffy 








Soil suitability 

10 

1.1 

n 


5.5 



for on-site disposal 

5 

0 

0 

Size q 1 Site 

10 

A 

4 

9 

3.2 

9 

3.2 

Adopted plans 







Consistency with county plan 

10 

2.1 

21 

8 

10 

10 

21 

8 



tu.onsi$tenty with municipal 
plan 

10 

.8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Site assessment subtotal 
Agland Evaluation subtotal 



200 

100 


181.7 


32.2 

Total points accrued 




92 


92 

Total points possible 



300 


273.7 

300 


124.2 

300 


o* 200 compared mh all 


oJher factors: the weights are adluKed lo produce a 


on ihjs sue are rated as unsuitable for on-site seotic 

municipal plans 

dicate that this area should remain in agriculture. The 
relative value of this site for cropland is 92, 

Site number Iwo 

nelu^Tv cf 

sirm T ^ for a 2 O&-I 0 I subdlvi- 

th^'ij 2i1'''' *"* "'‘f’'" >-S miles of 

s^i! on ^ af'Oullure. and urban dtvelopmem ex- 

SturTtht sit^ H “"= ** ““«* fof 


^ '’l " and (he municipal plan Indicate this Is 
area, Central water and sanitary sewer 

Tundrui^T '*■ "'■e a number 
dLm, ^ ‘P ''’® but most of 

^. 1 ,°“'’.° '“."pIw away from the city. The develop- 
the alrtl d.” P'b" grain farm. Most of 

IudoSTmK *'** •’**" ‘“‘I or changed to 

shX c^Zd is 92 

crmiland ***** . '*'* “P*' relative value as 

shovvih ’ 5jte assessment factors clearly 

are^lL*f"“—"°"',*,'’“'‘'‘'‘^ « farmland 

bile number two is a more likeivcandidale forconvcrsion. 
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§604.07 McHenry County Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
System, Pilot Implementation Program 


McHENRY COUKTY AGEICULTUEAL LANDS 
EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 

Pilot Implementation Program 

August 7, 1981 


NOTE; 

This exhibit is for information purposes only. 

Each unit of government must choose its own site-assessment factors and — 

1. Determine the range of conditions under which points will be assigned 
for each factor; 

2. Determine the weight (level of importance) to be assigned to each 
factor; and 

3. Test and implement its LESA system. 

Local units of government may elect to use only a few of the factors used by 
McHenry County, Illinois. Factors should be chosen based on State and local 
laws, policies, needs, and other conditions, most of which are not likely to 
be the same as those in McHenry County. 


Prepared by 

The McHenry County Department of Planning 
and the 

McHenry County Soil and Water Conservation District 
in cooperation with the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture-Soil Conservation Service 
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AGRICULTURAL LANDS EVALUATION 
AND ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 


7ne U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) has created a pilot implementation 
trof-ran to evaluate the viability of land for agriculture. This program 
►.r! haniises both the physical characteristics of the land, such as soils and 
nlope, and urban-growth factors, such as compatibility of surrounding uses and 
or'.siatency with land-use plans. The pilot program is designed to provide 
race: ground information and guidance from USDA and allow considerable 
flexibility for local concerns. 

McHenry County is proud to be one of the 12 counties selected by USDA to 
initiate this pilot program. It is hoped by the County Planning Staff that 
the proi’ram will facilitate decisionmaking by local officials, ensure 
onsiLstenoy from case to case, and be technically defensible. 


The evaluation and assessment system is divided into two parts. First, the 
sii I J.C ui tu j al land-evaluation system is determined by soil characteristics 
and productivity. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has ' 
generated information to determine value groups that reflect agricultural 
viuDxliy. 'pie second part of the system has been generated by the McHenry 
.ouuty Department of Planning in conjunction with SCS. This system assigns 
values to several determinants that affect decisions about lanLuse 

conversions. The combination of these two parts results in a nonbiaaed 
evaluation and assessment system. nonbiaaed 


AUitiiiULTURAL LANDS EVALUATION 

The process of evaluating the soil included a number of steps. 

=i-=ification, 

productivity vaa recorded as an i a priifie or not. The 

».ppi«e unit »L .Lo1ecorde“ ' “ * '''“® ®«®1> 

baaa bafore one ..a aattUd on OrJurJ ir?ha'S2a ° 

productivity, and i,t contains only prime aol^S f **>* ''‘«>’®®* 

ralescry, ha, ths lo.aat valua for aaricuuiir .“a™” 1° *'’® ^°"®®‘ 

> and contains no prime soils* 

for McHenry County .L ccrS ^Mch °“®- »o indicator crop 

divided into the dollars requiJef eLrif Ji"*® ‘''® ®®Uln8 price and 

oot up batveen th, .InimumT L kXad f„d ®®‘’®®- * -'“i® 

the valua factors. required and the required acres to determine 
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AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION WORKSHEET #1 
List of Son Series and Evaluations 


County and State McHENry 

Indicator Crop(s) corn 
Minimum required Awt without irrigation — TET 
Min mum required AWC with irrigation "" 

Irrigation water available: Yes 


, «LRA 95B 

tiimatic "C" Tactor ■ IS" 
Temperature regime HEEic 
Moisture regime ' 
No x 


Map 

Symbol 

— 

Soil Series 
2 

Slope* 
— 3 — 

Land Cap. 
Class & 
Subclass 

4 

Important 

Farmland 

Determination 

^roduc. ind. 
Soil Potent 

Aerts 

Agric. 

Local 

SCS-5 

No. 

tt 

M 

VfllUt 

Group 

23B 

Blounc 

a- 4 

lie 

0 

Prime 

0 

68 

7 

6 

9 

*32 

10 

6 

25D2 

Hennepin 

5-12 

IVe 

Non prime 

35 



*04 

9 

25D3 

Hennepin 

5-12 

Vie 

Non prime 

29 



.03 

10 

25F3 

Hennepin 

12-30 

Vile 

Non prime 

23 



1.41 

10 

27B 

Miami 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

77 



2.58 

5 

27C2 

Miami 

4- 7 

He 

Non prime 

74 



.76 

8 

2 7C3 

Miami 

4- 7 

Hie 

Non prime 

68 



.65 

8 

27D2 

Miami 

7-12 

Ille 

Non prime 

71 




6 

27D3 

Miami 

7-12 

IVe 

Hon. prime 

68 



.01 

9 

27E2 

Miami 

12-18 

Vie 

Hon prime 

68 




10 

55B 

Sidell 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

87 



,02 

3 

55C2 

Sidell 

4- 7 

lie 

Prime 

84 



.04 

4 

56B 

Dana 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

90 



.16 

3 

57B 

Montmorencl 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

81 



.48 

4 

57C2 

Montmorenci 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

77 



.11 

5 

57C3 

Montmorenci 

4- 7 

Hie 

Non prime 

71 



.03 

8 

59 

Lisbon 


1 

1 Prime 

100 



1.56 

1 i 

1 

60B 

La Rose 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

81 



.05 

1 

4 : 

60C2 

LaRose 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

'77 



.50 

5 ‘ 

60C3 

LaRose 

4- 7 

Hie 

Non prime 

71 



.01 

8 

60D2 

LaRose 

7-12 

IIIc 

Non prime 

74 



.10 

8 

60D3 

LaRose 

7-12 

IVe 

Non prime 

68 



.03 

9 

60E3 

LaRose 

12-18 

Vie 

Non prime 

66 



,01 

10 

62 

Herbert 


I 

Prime 

87 



.45 

2 

67 

Barpster 


llw 

Prime 

87 



1.0 

3 

W67 

Harpster 


Vw 

Non prime 

— 



♦ 54 

10 

76 

Otter 


llw 

Prime 

90 



2.26 

3 

W76 

Otter 


Vw 

Non prime 




.06 

10 
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AGRICULTURAL UNO EVALUATION WORKSHEET 
list of Soil Series and Evaluations 


County and State hchehry 

Indicator Crop(s)‘ *‘ corn ' 

Hiniiaum required AUG without Irrlgat^lon 4 in. 
HiniiBum required AWC with irrigation "fi/A 
Irrigation water available: Ves 


MLRA 95B 

Climatic "C" Taetor .15' 
Temperature regime HeH? 

Moisture regime 

No -x 


f 


1 

f 

j Sy?ntJO 

i Son .Sorfts 
2 

Slope 

— r“ 

Land Cap, 
Class & 
Subclass 

5 

79A 

Dakota 

0- 2 

Its 

79B 

Dakota 

2- 4 

lie 

79C2 

Dakota 

4- 7 

IlXe 

7902 

1 

Dakota 

7-12 

Xlle 

32 

Millington 


IIv 

y82 

Millington 


Vw 

87B 

Dlckiuaon 

1- 4 

Ills 

j^C2 

Dickinaon 

4- 7 

Ille 

8702 

Olcklnaon 

7-12 

Xlle 

9303 

Rods^ 

7-12 

Vis 

93F3 

Rodman 

12-30 

VXIs 

97 

IJoughton Paat 


IIIw 

V97 

Houghton Peat 


Vw 

102 

; Lafiogue 


I 

103 

Houghton Muck 


IIIw 

W103 

Houghton Muck 


Vw 

104 

Virgil 


1 

125 

Salma 



W125 

Selma 


iXv 




Vw 

132 

Starks 






Ilw 


Important 

Farmland 

^’rod 

Soil 

uc. ind. 
Potanl 

^ Acres 

1 Agric. 

Determinatio 
5 

Loca 

SCS-! 

No. 

m 

- Value 
Group 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Non prime 

0 

71 

71 

68 

66 

7 

8 

y 

1.50 

.5 

.1 

,09 

~lo 

6 

6 

7 

8 

Prime 

84 



• 50 

4 

Non prime 

— 



.69 

10 

Prime 

Prime 

Non prime 

68 

66 

66 



,10 
• 16 
.10 

7 

7 

7 

Non prime 

Non prime 

29 

23 



.7 

1.41 

10 

10 

Non prime 

74 



.3 

1 

8 

Non prime 

— 



.15 

10 

Prime 

84 



.91 

2 

Non prime 

61 



2.0 

8 

Non prime 

— 



1.93 

10 

Prime 

90 



.62 

1 

Prime 

Non prime 

87 



.40 

.28 

3 

10 

Prime 

81 



.52 

4 


-38 
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AGRICULTURAL UNO EVALUATION WORKSHEET il 
List of Soil Series and Evaluations 


County and State mcHenhy 

Indicator Crop( 5 ) ~ cork 
Minimum required Awe without^rrigation 
Minimum required AWC vrith irrigation 
Irrigation water available: Yes 


, MLRA 95B 

Climatic "C" lactor ■ ir* 
^ Temperature regime h«sic 
Moisture regime 

No X 


1 Map 
Symbol 

Soil -Series 

Slooe‘ 

Land Cap, 
Class & 
Subclass 

Important 

Farmland 

Determination 


Acres 

Agric. 

Value 

Group 

Local 



4f 

1 


r 3 

i 

5 

6 

HUH 




13AA 

Camd en 

0- 2 

I 

Prime 

77 



.62 

2 

134B 

Camden 

2- A 

lie 

Prime 

77 



1,02 

5 

134C2 

Camden 

4- 7 

lie 

Non prime 

74 



.13 

8 

134C3 

Camden 

4- 7 

Hie 

Non prime 

68 



.04 

8 

L3AD2 

Camden 

7-12 

Ille 

Non prime 

71 



.13 

8 

13^D3 

Camden 

7-12 

IVe 

Non prime 

66 



.06 

9 

137B 

Camden 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



.01 

6 

I37C2 

Camden 

4- 7 

Ille 

Non prime 

66 



.24 

8 

137D2 

Camden 

7-12 

Hie 

Non prime 

66 



.24 

8 

t37E3 

Camden 

12-25 

Vie 

Non prime 

52 



.01 

10 

t44B 

Alvin 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



.01 

6 

t44C2 

Alvin 

4- 7 

Hie 

Prime 

66 



.06 

7 

UAD2 

Alvin 

7-12 

Hie 

Non prime 

66 



.08 

8 

14AE3 

Alvin 

12-25 

Vie 

Non prime 

52 



.01 

10 

145B 

Saybrook 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

87 



3.0 

3 

L45C2 

Saybrook 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

87 



.6 

3 

I45D2 

Saybrook 

7-12 

Hie 

Non prime 

84 



.01 

8 

L46B 

Elliott 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

84 



.7 

4 

L46C 

Elliott 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

61 



.07 

4 

14 8A 

Proctor 

0- 2 

I 

Prime 

90 



1.62 

1 

1.48B 

Proctor 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

90 



1,87 

3 

I48C2 

Proctor 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

87 



.14 

3 

L48D3 

Proctor 

7-12 

IVe 

Non prime 

77 



.07 

9 

L49 

Brenton 


1 

Prime 

98 



3,80 

1 

I50B 

Onarga 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

71 



.1 

6 

i50C2 

Onarga 

4- 7 

Ille 

Prime 

68 



.10 

7 

150D2 

Onarga 

7-15 

Hie 

Non prime 

66 



.04 

8 

152 

Drummer 


XIw 

Prime 

98 



0.72 

2 

W152 

Drummer 

1 


Vw 

Non prime 

i 

I 




10 
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AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION WORKSHEET #1 
List of Soil Series and Evaluations 


County and State mcEE MRy — 

Indicator Crop(s) conn ^ — 

Hlniroum required AWC without irrigation 

Minimum required AUC vrith irrigation 

Irrigation water available: Yes 


MLRA 95B 

Climatic "C" factor . .ii . 
h la. Temperature regime Hfesl-c' 

HM Moisture regime 

Ho -x 


Map 

Symbol 

Soil Series 

Slope* 

Land Cap. 
Class & 
Subclass 

Important 

Farml and 
Determination 

Produc. ind. 1 
Soil Potent! 

Acres 

Agric. 

Value 

Group 

Local 

SCS-5 

No. 

¥ 

M 

“1 — 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

6 

9 


156 

Ridgevllle 


lie 

Prime 

77 



.23 

5 

191 

Knight 


IIw 

Prime 

77 



.1 

5 

W191 

Knight 


Vw 

Mon prime 





10 

194B 

Ho r ley 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



.01 

6 

194C2 

Motley 

4- 7 

Ille 

Mon prime 

66 



,34 

8 

194D2 

Motley 

7-12 

Ille 

Mon prime 

66 



♦ 05 

8 

194D3 

Motley 

7-12 

IVe 

Non prime 

58 



.06 

9 

194E 

Motley 

12-25 

IVe 

Mon prime 

58 



— 

10 


Motley 

12-25 

IVc 

Non prime 

55 



.03 

10 

194E3 

Motley 

12-25 

Vie 

Mon prime 

52 



,03 

10 

197 

Troxel 


I 

Prime 

90 



.48 

1 

198 

Elbura 


I 

Prime 

100 



1.54 

1 

205B 

Mecee 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



.1 ’ 

6 

205C2 

Metea i 

4- 7 

Ille 

Prime 

66 



.07 

7 

205D2 

Metee 

7-12 

Hie 

Prime 

66 



.05 

r 7 

205D 

Metea 

12-18 

IVe 

Non prime 

61 



.05 

9 

206 

Thorp 


Ilw 

Prime 

81 



,38 

4 

W206 

Thorp 


Vw 

Non prime 

0 



— 

10 

210 

Lena Muck 


Hlw 

Non prime 

77 



1.27 

8 

W210 

lena Muck 


Vw 

Non prime 

— 




10 

219 

Mlllbrook 

1- 4 

I 

Prime 

90 



1,81 

1 

223B 

Varna 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

81 



.05 

4 

223C2 

Varna 

4- 7 

He 

Prime 

77 



.15 

5 

223C3 

Varna 

4- 7 

Ille 

Non prime 

71 



.05 

8 

223D2 

Vama 

i 

7-12 

Ille 

Non prime 

74 



.15 

8 
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AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION WORKSHEET #1 
List of Soil Series and Evaluations 


''i** «■ 

Minimum required At ? r' vn ' thout ~ 1rrlQ«tlQn l < "C" ractor .14“" 

Minimum. re3uir,d AWC 


............ «wi. wunout irrigat 

Minimum required AWC with Irrigation 
Irrigation water available: Yes 


MLRA 
11/natlc "C" 


Moisture regime 
No x 


Land Cap. 
Class i 
Slope Subclass 


Washtenaw 


IIIw 

Washtenaw 


Vw 

Ringwood 

0- 2 

I 

Ringvood 

2- 4 

lie 

Ringwood 

4- 7 

He 

Ringwood 

4- 7 

Ille 

Beecher 

1- 4 

IIw 

McHenry 

1~ 4 

He 

McHenry 

4- 7 

He 

McHenry 

7-12 

Hie 

McHenry 

1- 4 

He 

McHenry 

4- 7 

He 

McHenry 

4- 7 

Hie 

McHenry 

7-12 

Hie 

McHenry 

7-12 

Hie 

McHenry 

7-12 

IVe 

Lorenzo 

1- 4 

Ills 

Lorenzo 

4- 7 

Hie 

Lorenzo 

A- 7 

IVe 

Lorenzo 

7-12 

IVe 

Lorenzo 

7-12 

Vie 

Lorenzo 

12-25 

Vile 

Russell 

1- 4 

He 

Russell 

4- 7 

He 

Russell 

4- 7 

Hie 

Russell 

7-12 

Hie 

Russell 

7-12 

IVe 

Russell 

12-18 

IVe 


Important 

Farmland 

Determination 


Prlne 
Hon prime 

Prime 
Prime 
Prime 
Non prime 


Prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 

Prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 

Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 

Prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Hon prime 
Non prime 



.82 I 

3,88 4 

.28 4 

.16 8 


.71 5 

.17 8 

.01 8 

2.8 5 

.75 8 


.10 8 

.10 $ 


.02 10 

.02 10 
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AGRICULTURAL UNO EVALUATION WORKSHEET #1 
List of Soil Series and Evaluations 


County and State mcHEKRY 

Indicator Crop(s) CORN 

Minimum required AWC without Irrigation 
Minimum required AWC with Irrigation 
Irrigation water available: Yes 


i in , 
TTTT” 


_ MLRA 95B 

TfTmatTc “C^’ factor 
Temperature regime 
Moisture regime 
No .X 


Mealc 


60^^42 


1 

i Hap 
, Symbol 

Son Series 

Slope' 

1 

2 

3 

224C2 

Scravn 

3- 7 

224G3 

Strewn 

4- 7 

224D2 

Stravo 

7-^12 

224D3 

Strewn 

7-12 

224E2 

Strawn 

12-25 

228B 

Neppanee 

2- 4 

22SC2 

Nappanea 

4- 7 

228C3 

Neppanee 

4- 7 

228D2 

Happenee 

7-12 

22803 

Nappanea 

7-12 

228E3 

Kappanee 

12-25 

232 

Aahkum 


W232 

Aahkua 


2.0B 

Plattvllle 

1- 4 

240C 

PlatevlUe 

4- 9 

26SB 

Lomax 

' 1- 4 

265C2 

Lomax 

4- 7 

290a 

Waraav 

0- 2 

2908 

Warsaw 

2- 4 

290C2 

Warsaw 

4- 7 

290C3 

Warsaw 

4- 7 

290D2 

Warsaw 

7-12 

290D3 

Warsaw 

7-12 

290E2 

Warsaw 

12-18 

291S 

XcnU 

1- 4 

291C2 

Xenia 

4- 7 

291C3 

Xenia 

4- 7 

292 

WallkUl 


W292 

WaUklH 



Land Cap 
Class & 
Subclass 

“3 


lU 

Ille 

Ille 

IVe 

IVe 

llle 

Xlle 

1V« 

IVe 

Vie 

Vile 

IIw 

Vw 

lie 

He 

He 

Hie 

Il8 

Il8 

Hie 

IVe 

Ille 

IVe 

Vie 

He 

He 

IHe 

lllw 

Vw 


Important 
Farml and 
Determination 


T 


Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 

Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non • prime 
Non prime 

Prime 
Nod prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 

Prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 
Non prime 

Prime 

Prime 
Non prime 

Prime 
Non prime 


Jfroduc. ind 
Soil Potent 


Acres 


Local 

"T 


66 

58 

66 

58 

55 

58 

55 

45 

52 

42 

39 

87 


77 

77 

71 

68 

77 

77 

74 

68 

71 

68 

68 

81 

77 

71 

81 


SCS-5 


No* 


X 


T 


,87 

.32 

.55 

,44 

.36 

.03 

.02 

.02 

.01 

.01 

.01 


1.0 

.03 

1.52 

1.83 

.12 

.08 

.03 

.03 

.03 

1.0 

.11 

.10 

,04 


Agri c , j 
Value I 
Group i 




8 

9 

9 

9 

10 

9 

9 

9 

9 

10 
10 

3 

10 

5 

5 

6 
7 

5 

5 

7 
9 

8 
9 

10 

4 
8 
8 

7 

10 
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AGRICULTURAL UNO EVALUATION WORICSHEET #1 
klst of Soil Series and Evaluat'lons 


County and State mchenhy 

Intl'lcator Crop(s) corn 

Minimum required Awt without"1rriflat^ori — TlnT 
Minimuir required AWC with Irrigation ' 

Irrigation water available: Yes 


TlTmailc "C" Ta'ctor .IS' 
Temperature regime Heglc 

Moisture regime 

No 


Map 

Soil Series 
2 


Land Cap. 
Class i 

Important 

Farmland 

Produc. ind. 
Soil Potent 

Acres 

Agrlc. ! 

Symbol 

■n — 


Subclass 
? 

Determination 

c 

hb 

m 

B 


Ya 1 uti j 

Group ; 

323B 

232C2 

323C3 

323D 

323D2 

323D3 

323E3 

Casco 

Casco 

Casco 

Casco 

Casco 

Casco 

Casco 

1- 4 
4- 7 
4- 7 
7-12 
7-12 
7-12 
12-25 

Ills 

Ille 

IVc 

IVe 

IVc 

Vie 

Vile 

w 

Prime 

Non prime 

Non prime 

Non prime 

Non prime 

Non prime 

Non prime 

P 

58 

55 

45 

55 

52 

45 

39 

/ 


9 

*44 

*92 

.35 

.12 

,13 

.50 

.15 

10 

9 

a 

9 ! 

9 1 

10 i 
10 : 

325A 

Dresden 

2- 4 

IIs 

Prime 

71 



.26 

.61 

.08 

i 

£ 

325B 

Dresden 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

71 



A 

325C2 

Dresden 

4- 7 

Hie 

Prime 

68 



0 

7 ■ 

32 7A 

Fox 

0- 2 

IIs 

Prime 

68 



, 13 

6 

327B 

Fox 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



2.4 

327C2 

Fox 

4- 7 

Hie 

Non prime 

66 



1.00 

s 

327D 

Pox 

7-12 

Hie 

Non prime 

66 



.04 

8 

327D2 

Fox 

7-12 

Ills 

Non prime 

66 



,30 

8 

327E3 

Pox 

12-23 

Vie 

Non prime 

52 



.17 

10 

329 

' Will 


llw 

Prime 

77 



♦ 82 

5 

W329 

Hill 


Vw 

1 Non prime 





10 

330 

Peocone 


IIIw 

Prime 

77 



.45 

7 

W330 

Peotone 


Vv 

Non prime 

— 




10 

342 

Mschercon 


IIs 

Prime 

77 



.12 

5 

343 

ICane 


Ha 

Prime 

81 



1*06 

4 

344A 

Harvard 

0- 2 

I 

Prime 

84 



.40 

2 

34 4B 

Harvard 

2- 4 

He 

Prime 

64 



.40 

4 

344C2 

Harvard 

4- 7 

lie 

Prime 

81 



.19 

4 

346B 

Dowagiac 

1- 4 

He 

Prime 

68 



.15 

6 

346C2 

Dovaglac 

4- 7 

Ille 

Prime 

66 



.05 

7 

347 

Canlaceo 


llw 

Prime 

84 



1.92 

4 

W347 

Canisceo 


Vw 

Non prime 





10 


(310-VI-NLESAH, Jan. 1983) 


604-43 






Part 604 ■ Exhibits 




AGRICULTURAL LAND EVALUATION WORKSHEET #1 
List of Son SeHes and Evaluations 


604 ->44 


County and State mcHEMry 

Indicator Crop(s) com 
M inimum required AWC without 1rr1gat^on i in.' 
Minimum required AWC with Irrigation "TTT" 
Irrigation water available: Yes 


Pimatlc -’C“ Tactor .13 

Temperature regime BmIc 

Moisture regime — 

No ■% 



{310-VI.,UFSAH, 


•Tan . 
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SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS 
McHenry County, Illinois 

The McHenry County Department of Planning determined the factors, their 
weights, and point-value distribution which best reflected the goals and 
objectives for the county. These factors should be considered when a change 
to an urban land use is proposed in an existing agricultural area. The 16 
site-assessment factors are grouped into six major areas of consideration 
These categories include: 


I.., Agricultural Land Use 
II. Zoning 

III . Compa'tibility/Impact of Uses 
IV. Urban and Rural Infrastructure 
V. Land-Use Feasibility 
VI . Adopted Plans 


Following is a list of factors to be considered and 
rationale or intent behind each factor. 


an explanation of the 


I • Agricultural Land Use 

Factor A. Percent of Arc. in Agricultural Uaos Within I .5 Miles of Site. 


90% or more 

75% - 89^ 

50% - 74^ 

25 % - 49% 

Less than 25% 


Point Value 


10 

9 

6 

5 

0 


f Fanree f It“therefore‘°hL*tf '' agricultural character 

county that arrdeoJniJeriy 

farm purposes* The definitinn^nf' are generally more viable for 

mean all agricultural and related should be interpreted to 

the farm operation. This wnni/i • i a considered to be part of 

out-buildinge, pasture iLds! Lri^^L^^reaf ’ 

use and overall cL^actrristics .J^^^Seable area when analyzing the land- 

has set a mile-and-a-half as tL^iurisHi State of Illinois 
planning. ^ risdictional boundary for municipal 




for each site 
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Factor B. Percent of Land in Agricultural Uses Adjacent to Site. 

(Weight 1.5) 

Point Value 

90^ or more 

15% - 89^ I 

50$ - 74^ ° 

25% - 495K 5 

Leas than 25% ® 

Explanation : Although this factor is similar to Factor A above, it is 
narrower in focus and, therefore, the weight is reduced. The term 
"agricultural land uses" is defined as all uses related to the farm operation 

as in Factor A above. 

Factor C. Percent of Site Under Consideration Utilized for Agricultural Land 
Uses. (Weight l.l) 

Point Value 

75 ^ - 1005? 

50^ - 74^ 

25% - 495 « . ^ 

Less than 25% 0 

Explanation: This factor is yet a narrower view of agricultural land uses 
than Factors A and B above; therefore, the weight is less than Factor B. 
However, this factor is necessary to determine current agricultural use of the 
property. Also, this factor may provide a clue to the site's suitability to 
sustain a farm operation. Again, the term "agricultural land uses will mean 
the same as in Factors A and B. 


II . Zoning 

Factor B. Percent of Land Zoned for Agriculture Within 1.5 Miles of the Site. 
(Weight 1.8) 


90^ or more 
15% - 89^ 

50 ^ - 74 ^ 

25% - 495 ? 

Less than 25% 

Explanation: The weight of this factor is high since zoning regulations carry 
police power and a larger area is considered. It should be noted that in 
McHenry County, there exist rural residences and old subdivisions in the 
agricultural zone. Due to this situation, the factor did not justify the 
maximum weight of 1.8. 


Point Value 

10 

9 

6 

5 

0 
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Factor E. Availability of Land Zoned for Proposed Use. (Weight I.3) 

Point Value 

Undeveloped land zoned for proposed use is available, and 
site is beyond the jurisdictional boundary for municipal 
planning and within sole jurisdiction of the county. 10 

No land is available which is zoned for proposed use. 

(This value can only be assigned when site is within 
municipal 1.5-mile planning area) 0 

Explanation ; This factor addresses the question of need for a proposed zoning 

change. To ensure that the question of need for an urban land use is not 

considered in rural and agricultural areas, the 1.5-mile juridictional 
boundary for municipal planning was an added requirement to receive the zero 
point value (.00) in favor of urban development. The size and intensity of a 
proposed use will determine the area of consideration for this factor. For 

example, the area of consideration will be less for a proposed neighborhood 

store than for a proposed shopping center. 

Ill • Compatibility/Impact of Uses 

Factor F, Distance Prom City or Village. (Weight I.7) 

Point Value 


More than I .5 miles 10 
1.5 miles or less 9 
1 mile or less 8 
.5 mile or leas 3 
.25 mile or leas 0 


Explanation ; This factor is consistent with the growth strategy stated in the 
county s land-use plan. The strategy encourages urban development closer to 
existing urban areas. Because urban uses are generally considered to be 
incompatible with agricultural pursuits, the impact on agricultural and rural 
areas will be minimized when development occurs near established urban areas. 

Factor G. Environmental Impact of Proposed Use. (Weight I.7) 

Point Value 

Negative impact 10 

Little or no impact with special 5 

design or protective measures 

Little or no impact 0 
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Historically, in McHenry County, it has been shown that urban 
cUr.'elopnent is best suited to areas that have the least negative impact on the 
■‘fv/ironcent. This factor takes into account those engineering or design 
I.r?ietice3 that reduce the impact. Environmentally sensitive areas such as 
Mooi plains, wetlands, open spaces, and ground-water recharge areas will he 
the inajor areas of concern in McHenry County. 

Factor H. Compatibility of Proposed Use With Surrounding Area. 

(Weight 1.5) 


Not compatible 


Point Value 


Somewhat compatible but not totally 
Totally compatible 


10 


0 


(s.g., industrial and coniaerclall are tntAii ° stennine whether acme uses 
nr intensity of sit,llar™L fe'i 1 arrf 0»sity 
residential) become a grararea residential and 3-acre-lol 

; point value for "somewhat compaSm™ ,af inTe d reasons, 

surrounding area" in this inatLce will deoenf 

i«nd-use change. The area that would be proposed 

land-use change will be considered the "su^roundL^ proposed 

change will have a different area of nnri.? ® land-use 

of the proposed use. influence based on the size and intensity 

factor I. lupaet „„ „istorioal/Cultural Features. (Weight .a) 


Negative impact 
No impact 


Point Value 


10 

0 


--eoessariiyreia:e^TtL--e~t\:r:rfirmLl*“-" 
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IV . Urban and Rural Infrastructure 

Factor J. Transportation Accessibility. (Weight I. 3 ) 


Point Value 


Limited transportation; 
by rural township roads 


access predominantly 


10 


Access to major highway beyond 1 . 5 -mile 
jurisdictional boundary for municipal planning 


Access to major highway within 
boundary for municipal planning 


jurisdictional 


Access to full range of transportation modes 
(.bus, rail, major highway) 


7 

5 

0 


ussa around eilatin* nuniolpalitiea results L'a°m“reffikeat 

goods and people. The location o-p f ° ® etiicient movement of 

tats the upgrldlng aM o 1 "Jr" ““'oof- 

loss of farmland. Traffic on mnAi «« a i j’ results in a further 

problems for agricultural purposes. The^ntent of 

that different types of tranqrjn-nftif*? ^ this factor is to recognize 

of land use. ” transportation access are required for different fypas 


Factor K. 


Availability of Central Sanitary Sewer With Capacity. (Weight . 8 ) 

Point Value 


No sewer line within I .5 miles 
Sewer line within .5 mile 
Sewer line within .25 mile 


poLibili ty * for^LveloJraeit^%n system indicates a good 
within incorporated arLs *Thia ° » ®®wer systems are usually 

ment to these serviced ar^as aid llll/ ^=he potential for develJp- 

rural areas with less facilities. Potential for development in 


Factor L. Agricultural Support System/Service. (Weight . 6 ) 

Point Value 


Support system present 
Some limitations to the support sytem 
evere limitations to the support system 
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Explanation ; McHenry County has a good distribution of agricultural support 
systems and services. This would include but not be limited to farm-implement 
dealers, grain elevators, farm supplies, etc. This factor is weighted low 
because any farm in the county is relatively close to farm-support systems and 
• iervices. No area in the county is so limited that farming becomes impossible. 


'' * hand Use Feasibility 

B’actor M. Suitability of Soils for Onsite Waste Disposal. (Weight 1,1) 

Point Value 

Soil limitations restrict the use of 

septic system 10 

Limitations to the soil can be overcome by 

special management or design 7 

Little or no limitations 0 

Explanation: Development in unincorporated McHenry County will cenerallv 
»a.t,-dispoaal syate.s. If eoU coLitlon^ will norsuppjrt 
p sys em or if special design is necessary to overcome problems 


Factor N. 


Size of Site for a Feasible Farm Operation. (Weight .4) 


lOO-plus acres 
40 - 99 acres 
20 - 39 acres 
5-19 acres 
Less than 5 acres 


Point Value 


10 

9 

5 

3 

0 


^ large paroels are neoeaeary for 

agricultural pursuits, such as truck farminr^^^^v."^® because of other 
less land. Smaller parcels of land wltw require considerably 

leased to larger farm operations adiaceSt >“ay be 

an entering wedge" of incompatible lanS usL preventing 
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• Adopted Plans 

Factor 0. Consistency of Proposed Use ¥ith County Land>Use Plan. 
(Weight 2.1) 


Point Value 


Incompatible with plan 

Compatible with intent of plan 
but not with plan map 


Totally compatible q 

factorwhrh"^^ important considerations because 

Gountv mho f J J which involves a comprehensive analysis of the entire 
fh’-t- a text that states official policy and a 

■the policy in graphic form. Consistency with the intent 

?L I'’ “5°““ *’! ch.„g. is propoLd: ai 

land-use map does not always reflect every possible use that would be 
consistent with the policy in the plan. 


Factor P. Consistency With Municipal Plan. (Weight .8) 


Point Value 


Inconsistent with municipal plan, or 
parcel is beyond 1.5~mile jurisdic- 
tional boundary for municipal planning 

Within 1.5~mile municipal planning 
area, but no plan recorded 

Consistent with municipal plan 


E xplanation ; To ensure the cooperation between municipalities and McHenry 
ounty, the county s land-use plan considered the municipal plan recorded^at 
that time. A continuation of this cooperation is reflected in this factor. 
The weight is relatively low because municipal plans, for the most part, do 
not include agricultural areas. If the parcel is within two municipal 
p anning areas, the plan from the nearest municipality shall be considered. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CALCULATIONS 


The following are instructions for calculating the total agricultural land 
evaluation and site assessment for the property in question. The calculations 
will be recorded on the summary sheet found in the text. 

Weight . The weight of both the agricultural land-evaluation and the site- 
assessment factors have been predetermined and are shown in Column #2 on the 
summary sheet. 

Agricultural Evaluation Factors . To establish the agricultural point value 
(APV) of the give^ parcel (recorded in Column #3 on summary sheet), there are 
seven steps to be followed. They are as follows? 

1. Determine the soil types by mapping unit on the parcel. 

2. Locate the value group of each soil on Worksheet #1, Column #8, 
contained in the text. 


3. Total the number of acres in each value group. 

4. Determine the percentage of each value group: 


Number of Acres in Value Group 
Total Number of Acres in Parcel 


5. The 
multiplied 
Column #7, 


percentages for each value group found in Step 4 are then 
y the agricultural point value found on Worksheet #2, 
located in the text. 


Example ; Value Group 5 = APV 66 x (%) 

6. Total all figures established in Step 5. 

Examja^: Value Group 3 = APV 82 x (Jf) « Y 
Value Group 5 = APV 66 x (^) = z 

TOTAL = TT z 

I'.eSt"” 5?“' e..abllsh.d 1„ Step 6 ie then multiplied 


NOTE: Although the weight for the 
than several site-assessment factors. 

greater than the maximum point values 
iactorse 


apicultural-evaluation factor is less 
the maximum agricultural point value ig 
possi le under the site-assessment 
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multiplving”^fh* The site-assessment factor values are determined by 

j-rt „ weight of each factor in Column §2 by the point value assigned 

to ea=h factor in Oolcm #1. The point value la detLnineS by analyeinref°r 

l>rooertrr"'°‘ category that beat auite thf 

property m question. 

Accrue d. Add all factor values established in Column #3 to 
arrive at the site-assessment subtotal. Then add to that the agricultural- 

.corned. The'^iS^ tSe 

parcel^wlll''be!°'''**'* * parcel, the more agriculturally viable the given 


Total Points Poaaible . The total points poasible for any given parcel is 
determined by multiplying the .eight of each factor, including ag^CultJiral- 

fictof factors, by the maximum point ?alue of each 

nfi+«rt ’ points possible for any given parcel is 200 and has been 

noted on the summary sheet. 


HOW TO ASSESS SITE WHERE PROPOSED FARMLANDS 
ARE TO BE CONVERTED 


1. Determine the average relative value of the 
evaluation part of the LESA system. 


land from the 


land- 


2. Based on local plans, land— use 
assess the site for each factor shown 
system. 


information, and site inspections, 
in the site-assessment part of the LESA 


the assigned value of the site for each factor by the assigned 
weight for the factor (Columns #4 and #2). ^ assigned 


is 


4. 

the 


Add the totals for Column #5 (site #l) and Column #7 (site #2). 
site-assessment subtotal. 


This 


5. Add the agricultural-land ‘value to the site 
total points for each site. 


-assessment subtotal for the 


6. The total maximum points for any site is 300. The land evaluation is 
assigned a maximum of 100 points, and the site assessment is assigned a 
maximum of 200 points. 


7. In most 
points exceed 


cases, the site should be protected for agriculture when 
200. The following can be used; 


the 


0 - 200 
200 - 225 
225 - 250 
250 - 300 


Low rating for protection 
Medium rating for protection 
High rating for protection 
Very high rating for protection 
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The higher the total points accrued for a site, the more agriculturally viablf 
the given site will be. 

Note: Local officials can use the system to guide and support decisions to 
protect farmland. 

3. When considering a number of sites for a nonagricultural use, selection 
of the site with the lowest total points will usually protect the beat 
tarniland located in the most viable areas. 

EXAMPLES 


Site Number One 


A 75-acre grain farm located 6 miles from a city of 25,000 population is 

ot the site is in agriculture. One side of the site is in urban use 

in agricultural use at the present 
time. This site and 80 percent of the area within 1 R m-iiiaa 4 .u” 

tnral Infr.etructure™ ?h! “ SBrieul- 

exists. Forty percent of ^rhan infrastructure 

for onsite septic disposal. Both^thr^*^^! ?! suitable 

indicate that this area should remain iraen!^! municipal plana 

of this Site for cropland productiTis gaf " 

Site Humber T vo 

f ■“<> -pulatl„„ le 

1.5 miles of the site is in agriculturr ! ! Percent of the area within 

three aides of this site. Seventy percent 

griculture at the present time. This ai +» a ® ait© is used for 

within 1.5 «llas Is soaed fo“^na!rJcuuJr.rf ‘'“o 

nunxoipal pU„ b^ aj uJwxr«ti: * 

anitary sewer syatens exist at the ed»e of fh? water and 

mnieipallty wiu extend servicerio tS! 5.* t"® local 

ndeveloped, approved lota in the area b..t**’ “pc a number of 

away from the elty. The deyelopLnref * *“ 6 "lilea 

chaj” d^r* agricultural inf^ast^^^t Impact one other 

changed to support the urban landowner ! ? lost or 

cropland production is 92. ’ ® ’^alative value of this site 
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Table 5 


SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS 
FOR MCHENRY COUNTY 


o 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


< 4 ) 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 


I, 


y 

2/ 


y 


y 


Agricultural Land Use 





A. 

Percentage of Land in 

10 

2.1 

21 

9 

18,9 

3 

6.3 


Agriculture ( l4 miles) 








B, 

Percentage in Agriculture 
Adjacent to Site 

10 

1.5 

15 

8 

12,0 

3 

4.5 

C. 

Percentage of Site in 

10 

1,1 

11 

7 

7.7 

7 

7.7 


Agricu Iture 








II. 

Eoning 








D. 

Percentage of Land Zoned 

10 

1.8 

18 

8 

14.4 

3 

5.4 


Agriculture ( l4 miles) 







E, 

Availability of Zoned 

10 

1.3 

13 

10 

13.0 

3 

3.9 


Land 







III. 

Compatibility/ Impact of Uses 








F. 

Distance from City/Village 

10 

1.7 

17 

10 

17.0 

0 

0 

G. 

Environmental Impact 

10 

1.7 

17 

10 

17.0 

4 

6,8 

H. 

Compatibility with 

10 

1.5 

15 

10 

15.0 

0 

0 


Surrounding Area 







I. 

Impact on Historic/Cultural 

10 

,2 

2 

10 

2.0 

0 

0 


Features 








IV, 

Urban and Rural Infrastructure 








J. 

Transportation Accessibility 

10 

1.3 

13 

10 

13.0 

0 

0 

K. 

Availability of Central Sewer 

10 

.8 

8 

10 

8.0 

0 

0 

L. 

Agricultural Support System 

10 

.6 

6 

10 

6.0 

2 

1.2 

V. 

Land Use Feasibility 








M. 

Soil Suitability for Onsite 

10 

1.1 

U 

5 

5.5 

0 

0 


Dispose 1 







N, 

Size of Site 

10 

.4 

4 

9 

3.2 

9 

3,6 

VI. 

Adopted Plans 








0. 

Consistency with County Plan 

10 

2.1 

21 

’ 10 

21,0 

0 

0 

P. 

Consistency with Municipal Plan 

10 

*8 

8 

10 

8.0 

0 

0 

SITE ASSESSMENT SUBTOTAL 



200 


181.7 


39.4 

AG EVALUATION SUBTOTAL 



100 


92.0 


92.0 

TOTAL 1 

POINTS ACCRUED 





273.7 


131.4 

TOTAL 1 

POINTS POSSIBLE 



300 


300,0 


300,0 


W This column indicates the maximum point per factor, 

2/ The weights assigned represent the relative importance of that factor as compared with 
all other factors. The weights are adjusted to produce a maximum of 200 points for the 
site assessment part of LESA, , 

V This column indicates the points assigned for the site being considered* 
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§604.08 Glossary 


GLOSSARY 


Conservation Practices - Measures used to meet specific needs in soil and 
water conservation programs and for which standards and specifications have 
been developed. Definitions, standards, and specifications are included in 
the National Handbook of Conservation Practices . 

Cropland - Land used to produce adapted crops for harvest, alone or in 
rotation with grasses and legumes. Includes row crops, small grain crops, 
hay crops, nursery crops, orchard crops, and other, similar specialty crops. 

Documentation - The recording of data, procedures, and rationales for 
decisions . 

Forest Land - Land at least 10 percent stocked by forest trees of any size, 
or formerly having had such tree cover, and not currently developed for 
nonforest use. The minimum area for that can be classified as forest land is 
1 acre, and it must be at least 100 feet wide. (Use 10-percent tree canopy 
cover to separate forest land from rangeland in the transition vegetation 
types. ) 

Land Capability Class - See Exhibit §604.01. 

Land Evaluation - Synonymous with land classification; the arrangement of 
land units into various categories based on the properties of the land or its 
suitability for some particular purpose. 

Major Land Resource Area - A group of geographically associated land resource 
units. A land resource unit is an area of several thousand acres that is 
characterized by particular patterns of soil, climate, vegetation, water 
resources, land use, and type of farming. For details see Land Resource 
Regions and Major Land Resource Areas of the United States , U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Agriculture Handbook 296, December 
1965, Revised December 1981. 

Rangeland - Land on which the climax vegetation (potential natural plant 
community) is predominantly grasses, grasslike plants, forbs, or shrubs 
suitcible for grazing and browsing. Includes natural grasslands, savannas, 
many wetlands, some deserts, tundra, and certain forb and shrub communities. 
Also includes areas seeded to native or adapted introduced species that are 
managed like native vegetation. 

Site Assessment - (LESA) The process of evaluating a specific site, tax 
parcel, or area of land, for a specified land use. Factors other than the 
soil itself that affect the site's use for the specified purpose are 
identified and assessed. 
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Soil Complex - A mapping unit used in detailed soil surveys where two or more 
defined taxonomic units are so intimately intermixed geographically that it 
is undesirable or impractical, because of the scale being used, to separate 
them. A more intimate mixing of smaller areas of individual taxonomic units 
than that described under soil association. 


Soil Potential - See Exhibit §604., 05. 


Soil Series - The basic unit of soil classification. A subdivision of 
family, its consists of soils that are essentially alike in all major 
characteristics except the texture of the A horizon. 


a 

profile 


- The systematic examination, description, classification 
mapping of soils in an area. Soil surveys are classified according to 
kind and intensity of field examination. 


and 

the 
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